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DECLARATION
FOR

THE AMENDED RECORD OF DECISION NO. 1 ^r-oo
SITE NAME AND LOCATION. £2oSouth Cavalcade Street Site
2001 CoUingsworth Street

— Houston, TX
t

-•**

__ STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE. This decision document presents an amendment to
the selected remedial action for the South Cavalcade Street Site which was chosen in accordance with
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA),
as amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA) (42 U.S. Code,

: Section 9601, et seq.), and, to the extent practicable, the National Contingency Plan (NCP) (40 CFR
Part 300). This decision is based on the Administrative Record for this site. The State of Texas
concurs with this amended remedy.
ASSESSMENT OF THE SITE. Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from this
site, if not addressed by implementing the response action selected in this Amended Record of

—-, Decision, present an imminent and substantial endangerment to public health, welfare or the
environment._^
DESCRIPTION OF THE REMEDY. This amendment fundamentally changes the Record of
Decision (ROD) executed by the Regional Administrator on September 26, 1988. This amended
remedy will seal and contain soils contaminated with greater than 700 ppm carcinogenic polyaromatic
hydrocarbons (cPAH) beneath a six inch thick reinforced concrete cap.
STATUTORY DETERMINATION. The selected remedy is protective of human health and the
environment, complies with Federal and State requirements that are legally applicable or relevant and
appropriate to the remedial action, and is cost-effective. This remedy utilizes a permanent solution
and alternative treatment technologies to the maximum extent practicable. The questionable success
of soil washing, the previously selected remedy, and the comparable risk off-she preclude selecting
a remedy which treats the contaminants of concern. Since contamination at the site presents only
low level threats, and treatment of the contaminated soil at the she was not found to be practicable,

~* this remedy does not satisfy the statutory preference for remedies that employ treatment as a principal
_ element. However, as described in the Mowing Amended Record of Decision a reinforced concrete

cap will sever the exposure pathway and thus protect human health and the environment.
-oU Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances remaining onsite above health-based levels,
— a revieft will be conducted within five years after commencement of remedial action to ensure that
J the remedy continues to provide adequate protection of public health, welfare, and the environment.

______ _ 6-2717
Jerry^Kfford ' Date

ĵ Acting Regional Administrator (6RA)
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1. INTRODUCTION. In 1988, EPA issued a Record of Decision (ROD) for the South Cavalcade Street Superfund S r^
which selected soil flushing and soil washing as the remedies to remediate wood treating wastes in the soil. However, <-sj
discussed below, following a soil washing pilot study, it became apparent to EPA that the selected remedy would not achie ^
the remedial action goals established in the ROD. Consequently, EPA decided to propose a change to the remedy at the s
through this ROD amendment to cover the contamination with a concrete cap.

a. Site Name and Location. The South Cavalcade Street site was once the site of a former coal tar distillation a
creosote wood preserving facility. The contaminants of concern in on-site soils are seven carcinogenic compounds' releas,^.
from the creosote wood preservative prior to 1962, when wood treating operations ceased. The site is located in urban northeast
Houston, Texas about one mile southwest of the intersection of Interstate Loop 610 and U.S. Route 59 (Figure 1 & 2). The
boundaries of the 66 acre site are Cavalcade Street to the north, Collingsworth Street to the south, and the Houston Belt and
Terminal (HB&T) lines to the east and west. The site is generally flat and is drained by two storm water drainage ditches
flanking the east and west sides. These ditches discharge into Hunting Bayou, a Houston Ship Channel tributary.

The site is presently used by three commercial freight truck companies: Trucking Properties, Nations Way Transport
Service, and Palletized Trucking. These companies erected terminal, office and maintenance buildings on the northern and
southern parts of the site. The central part of the site remains vegetated and vacant. Surrounding the site are commercial,
industrial and some residential properties. The nearest residential area is directly to the west and across the HB&T railroad
tracks; however, there are no residential properties adjacent to a site boundary. EPA anticipates the site will continue to be used
as commercial freight truck terminals for the foreseeable future.

b. Lead and Support Agencies. EPA is the lead agency overseeing site remediation under the terms of a Consent
Decree executed by Beazer East, Inc. ("BEI"), and entered by the U.S. District Court for the Southern District of Texas on
March 14,1991 (Civil Action No. H-90-2406). Under the Consent Decree terms, BEI is responsible for remediating the site
in accordance with the remedy selected by EPA, as reflected by the ROD executed by EPA on September 16, 1988. A copy
of the ROD is included in the Administrative Record as explained in the paragraph below. The Texas Natural Resource
Conservation Commission (TNRCC) provides EPA remedial action support on the site.

c. Administrative Record. This ROD amendment will become part of the Administrative Record file in
accordance with the National Contingency Plan (NCP), 40 CFR §300.825(a)(2). The Administrative Record contains
documents such as the "Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study" (RI/FS) and ROD, that form the basis for selecting the
remedial action. In addition, documents attached to or referenced in this amended Record of Decision are incorporated into
the Administrative Record by reference. The Administrative Record is located at:
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency Houston Central Library
Region 6 500 McKinney
1445 Ross Avenue Houston, TX 77002
Dallas, TX 75202-2733 (713)236-1313
(214) 665-6444

The Administrative Record is available to the public at EPA Region 6 on Mondays through Fridays from 8 a.m. to 4
p.m. or the Houston Central Library on Mondays through Fridays from 9 a.m. to 9 p.m. except legal holidays.

d. Explanation of Difference. In lieu of using the soil washing and soil flushing remedies originally selected in
the ROD, the remedy described in this amendment is to seal areas where surface contamination exceeds the ROD established
soil cleanup goal - 700 ppm total carcinogenic polyaromatic hydrocarbons (cPAH)2 - with a reinforced concrete cover. The
ROD established 700 ppm as the soil cleanup goal to "... prevent against an excess lifetime increased cancer risk of 8 x 106

for likely on-site exposure to soil."3 Site risk is further discussed in this amendment under the title "Summary of Rationale
for Changing the Remedy Selected in the ROD." This amendment affects only the soil remedial action whereas on site
groundwater remedial action remains unchanged.

1 The carcinogenic compounds are benzo(a)anthracene, benzo(a)pyrene, benzo(b)fluoranthene, benzo(k)fluoranthene,chrysene, dibenzo(a,h)anthracene and kteno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene.
2 "Record of Decision,1 South Cavalcade Street Site," USEPA, September 16,1988, p. 15. (See Administrative Record)
3 ROD, p. 32.
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<NSince capping contamination changes the remedial approach originally established in the ROD, EPA considers t °°
a "fundamental" change and must amend the ROD in accordance with the Comprehensive Environmental Respor rxi
Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA), Section 117(c), 42 U.S.C. § 9617(c), and the 1990 National Contingency P ^
(NCP) at 40 CFR § 300.435(c)(2)(ii). However, as explained in the following paragraphs, EPA believes this change v
continue to protect human health within the acceptable risk range defined in the NCP at 40 CFR § 300.430(e)(2)(i)(A)(2

e. Summary of the Circumstances Requiring an Amendment. The remedy originally selected for soil at this s
was soil washing and soil flushing.4 However, on September 25, 1992, EPA approved the August 1992, Keysto..~
Environmental "Soil Delineation Report" which concluded that the estimated soil quantity requiring remediation was
significantly less than the ROD estimate. As a result, the report concluded that it would be more efficient and cost effective
to use one remediation technology rather than two.5 EPA agreed with the soil delineation proposal and granted BEI approval
to begin remedial design using only soil washing.5

In 1993, during the remedial design phase BEI conducted a soil washing pilot study; however, the study did not
conclude that soil washing would provide overall protection of human health and the environment because forty percent of the
soil volume could not be washed to meet the remedial goals. Consequently, there was no benefit to implement full scale
operations. Thereafter, BEI stated that it did not believe contamination beneath the surface posed a realistic health risk and
petitioned EPA to reconsider the reasonableness of any risk posed by such contamination. After lengthy review and serious
discussions with BEI, EPA decided that as long as the contamination remained below the surface, it posed no unacceptable
risk.7 As a result on September 29, 1995, BEI proposed permanently covering the contaminated areas with a concrete cap in
lieu of the originally selected remedies.8

2. REASONS FOR AMENDING THE ROD.
a. Soil Remedy Selected in the ROD. As previously stated, the remedy selected in the ROD was flushing and

washing approximately 30,000 cu. yd of a contaminated soil cross section from the surface down to a depth of six feet.9
Through soil flushing, contaminated soil zones would have been remediated through a physical-chemical in situ soil flushing
process which would have continually passed an aqueous solution, containing surfactants or other chemicals, through
contaminated areas to release the contaminants. As the released contaminants moved out of the contaminated zone they would
have been captured and treated by collection and treatment systems. The contaminants would have in effect been flushed out
of the contaminated zone.

Through soil washing, excavated soils would have been removed to an on-site washing facility which would have
washed the contaminants from the soil into a wash water which would have been treated with screens, centrifuges, flocculators
and clarifiers to remove the contaminants. The treated water would have been recycled for additional soil washing use.

b. Summary of Rationale for Changing Remedy Selected in the ROD. As described in a previous section titled
"Summary of the Circumstances Requiring an Amendment," EPA reconsidered the soil flushing remedy and proposed to
abandon it after concluding that estimated soil quantity requiring remediation was significantly less than originally estimated.
Therefore, it would be more efficient and cost effective to use one remediation technology rather than two. In 1993, during
the design effort BEI conducted a soil washing pilot study; however, the study's results did not conclude that soil washing would
provide overall protection of human health and the environment because the pilot test demonstrated that forty percent of the
soil volume could not be washed to meet the remedial goal. Consequently, the final volume and disposal of soil that would
remain contaminated was uncertain, so there was no benefit to beginning full scale operations. These pilot study findings
presented new information that fundamentally changed the performance and cost of the selected remedy. Therefore in
accordance with the NCP 40 CFR § 300.435, EPA amended the ROD for this site. When evaluating the BEI proposal to

4 ROD, p. 30.
5 "Soil Delineation Report," Keystone Environmental Resources, Inc., pp 4-1 to 4-6, August 1992. (See AdministrativeRecord)
6 USEPA letters to Beazer East, September 2,1992 and September 25,1992. (See Appendix A)
7 USEPA letter to Beazer East, September 7,1995 (See Appendix A)
8 Beazer East letter to USEPA, September 29,1995 (See Appendix A)
9 ROD, p. 18.
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m00oo(N
contain the wastes at the site, EPA considered the May 25, 1995, Land Use in The CERCLA Remedy Selection Pro(
(OSWER Directive 9355.7-04). As described in the NCP, 40 CFR § 300.430.(a)(l)(iii)(A), EPA prefers permanent soluti
to reduce the toxicity, mobility, or volume of the wastes and the treatment of all principal threats. However, in 1991, three yi
after the ROD was signed, EPA published guidance defining "principal threat."10 In accordance with that guidance, EPA d c
not consider the contamination on site to be a principle threat since the base line risk assessment did not identify any health
from any of the soil contaminants on site greater than 1 in 1000 (Ix 10"3). 1 1 Therefore, since the waste on site is not conside
a principal threat the NCP 40 CFR § 300.430.(a)(l)(iii)(B) now allows EPA to use "... engineering controls, such
containment, for waste that poses a relatively long term threat."12 EPA believes a concrete cover will provide reliable protectk,,..

As a result of BEFs proposal, EPA re-evaluated the reasonably anticipated land use and the potential exposure
pathways (see Table 1) for the designated land use from the original Record of Decision. Using the aforementioned land use
directive EPA developed future land use assumptions with information such as population growth patterns, accessability to the
site, institutional controls in place and site location.13 This evaluation lead EPA to conclude that the current land use, freight
truck terminals, will continue to be the land use for the foreseeable future and will remain nothing other than industrial use
because of population growth patterns, accessability to the site, institutional controls and its location. This is a change from
EPA's original land use assumptions.

At the time that the site was under
investigation, inadvertent ingestion, dust inhalation, and
direct contact by utility or construction workers were
likely exposure assumptions. However, as a result of an
Administrative Order on Consent, entered in 1992, each
landowner has placed a deed notice on file to alert
future landowners that contamination remains on site.14
The order also prevents landowners from drilling
water wells on site; requires landowners to preserve,
protect, repair and maintain existing concrete
foundations and paved areas; and provides notice that
residential use of the site is inappropriate.15
Consequently, this pathway is no longer realistic
because future owners are forewarned and can take
measures to protect utility or construction workers from
inadvertent ingestion, dust inhalation and direct contact
with contaminants on the site.

EXPOSURE PATHWAYS
• Inadvertent ingestion, dust inhalation, and

direct contact with surficial soils by utility or
construction workers;

• Inadvertent ingestion and direct contact with
drainage ditch sediments by trespassing
children; and

• Inadvertent ingestion and direct contact with
surface soils by future residents if the site
were ever developed.

• Inadvertent ingestion and direct contact with
surface soils by on-site commercial
occupants

Although inadvertent ingestion and direct Table 1 Four Exposure Pathways Assumptions,contact with drainage ditch sediments by trespassing
children was considered a potential exposure according
to the remedial investigation studies, this exposure had a maximum noncarcinogenic hazard index of less than 0.01 and a
maximum excess lifetime cancer risk of 1 x 106. The risk estimate for this exposure pathway is within the acceptable range
defined in the NCP, 40 CFR § 300.430(e)(2)(i)(A)(2).16

10 "A Guide to Principal Threat and Low Level Threat Wastes," USEPA, Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response(OSWER) Directive No. 9380.3FS, November 1991.
11 "Feasibility Study," Keystone Environmental Resources, Inc., p. 2-28a, August 1988. (Administrative Record)
12 National Contingency Plan (NCP) 40 CFR § 300.430.(a)(1)(iii)(B).
13 "Land Use in the CERCLA Remedy Selection Process," USEPA, Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response(OSWER) Directive No. 9355.7-04, p. 5.
14 Administrative Order on Consent (AOC), Docket Number 6-08-92, June 9,1992. (See Appendix C)
15 AOC, 1992, p. 7.
16 "ROD, p. 15.
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In addition, since the site is a potential brownfield17 bordered by two railroads, above ground petroleum product stoi oo
tanks, warehouses and other light industries, future residential development is unlikely. Therefore, inadvertent ingestion °^
direct contact with surface soils by future residents is also unlikely. Furthermore, as previously mentioned, the notice recor ^H
pursuant to the AOC states that residential land use is inappropriate. Therefore, this pathway does not present an unaccepb ®
risk to human health and the environment.

The fourth exposure pathway, "inadvertent ingestion and direct contact with surface soils by on-site commei
occupants"18 is the most realistic and probable exposure pathway. However, this pathway can be severed with a concrete

-^ covering all known contaminated areas, effectively severing the contaminant exposure pathway for on-site commercial; occupants. Consequently, EPA believes that a concrete cap will be protective of human health and the environment, and as long
~J as the cap remains in place the risk will remain less than 1 x 10~6 because there will not be an exposure pathway.

EPA does not anticipate population growth within the area because this area of Houston is "built out" indicating that
population growth has mostly peaked. Access from two major freeways, IH 610, and U.S. 59 make the site ideal for continued
trucking terminal operations. Furthermore, an administrative order on consent provides an institutional control to discourage
residential land use.

Lastly, the site's location within an existing industrial corridor, bordered by railroad tracks and next door to a fuel
distributor as well as a meat rendering plant, most likely will ensure the site will remain industrial. Consequently, EPA
concluded that unrestricted site use is not probable and since there is no principal threat on site, EPA no longer believes
treatment is appropriate because it can not cost effectively achieve EPA's remediation goals. Therefore, EPA has amended the
ROD for this site because it believes the BEI arguments for covering the contaminated areas with a concrete cap have merit.19

To summarize the reasons for amending the ROD, the soil washing pilot study did not conclude that soil washing would
provide overall protection of human health and the environment because the pilot test demonstrated that forty percent of the
soil volume could not be washed to meet the remedial goal. Instead, BEI proposed permanently covering contaminated areas
with a concrete cap. EPA evaluated the land use and concluded that, given the current and most reasonably anticipated land
use, the concrete cap could adequately protect human health and the environment by severing exposure pathways.
3. DESCRIPTION OF THE NEW ALTERNATIVE. The concrete cap described in this Amended ROD will seal and
contain contaminated soils beneath at least six inches of steel reinforced concrete designed to withstand the current and
anticipated freight truck traffic.

a. Design Parameters. To ensure the cap will withstand truck traffic EPA will ensure the cap is designed in
accordance with the design practice specified by American Concrete Institute Code 330, "Guide for Design and Construction
of Concrete Parking Lots." The cap will be designed to provide positive drainage to eliminate standing rainwater and will cover
all presently known contaminated surface soils. Site drawings snowing the areas requiring cover are included as Appendix B.
In addition, when the cover is completed a survey plat will be prepared showing the exact location and dimensions of each
contaminated area with respect to premanently surveyed benchmarks. The plat must be prepared by and certified by a

_j professional land surveyor. The plat will become part of the institutional control used to alert subsequent owners that
contamination is left on site.

~i Although the concrete cap will not treat contaminated soil it will provide a barrier preventing on site commercial
occupants from inadvertently ingesting, inhaling or directly contacting contaminated soils.

b. Closure and Post Closure Care. As part of the remedy closure and post closure care will be provided. Closure
and post closure care includes the 40 CFR §264.119(bXlX«i) requirement cited in Table 3 and those requirements in the

_ following paragraphs.

17 A brownfield is an abandoned, idled or under-used industrial and commercial facility where expansion or redevelopmentis complicated by real or perceived environmental contamination.
18 ROD, p. 14.
19 BEI letter, Sept 29,1995 and EPA letter, Oct 5,1996 (See Appendix A)
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i. Groundwater Monitoring System. In accordance
with the original Record of Decision, if the monitoring system indicates
that contaminants left in place are leaching from the soils now under
existing structures EPA will have to determine if further remediation is
necessary.20 Consequently, the current groundwater remedial action must
consider the effects of leaving this soil contamination in place and ensure
it does not adversely affect the selected groundwater remedy.

ii. Post Closure Plan. After the contaminated soils
are covered a post closure plan that describes the maintenance activities"
that will be carried on after the contaminated soils are covered will be
prepared and executed.
4. MAJOR ARAR'S. CERCLA, Section 121(d)(2) requires
remedial actions to at least attain ARAR's, 42 U.S.C. § 9621 (d)(2).
Applicable requirements are those cleanup standards, standards of control,
and other substantive environmental protection requirements, criteria, or
limitations promulgated under Federal or State law that specifically
address a hazardous substance at a Superfund site. Relevant and
appropriate requirements are standards, which while not "applicable" at a
CERCLA site, address problems or situations sufficiently similar to those
encountered at the site that their use is warranted. EPA recognizes the
three ARAR categories defined in Table 2. While EPA does not believe
there are any requirements applicable to the remedy outlined in this

oooo<N
• Chemical Specific. Those requiremer £
which establish the acceptable amount
concentration of a chemical that may
found in, or discharged to the ambit
environment

• Location Specific. Those requirements
which restrict the concentration of
hazardous substances or the conduct of
activities solely because of the site'slocation, i.e. floodplain, wetlands, historic
places and sensitive habitats.

• Action Specific. Those technology or
activity based requirements on actions
taken with respect to hazardous wastes.These requirements indicate how aselected remedial action must be achieved.

Table 2. ARAR Categories.

40 CFR, Part 264 - Standards for Owners and Operators of Hazardous Waste Treatment,
Storage, and Disposal Facilities

• Subpart G - Closure and Post Closure, §264.119(b)(1)(iii).
• Subpart N - Landfills, §264.310(a)(1), §264.310(a)(2), §264.310(a)(3), §264.310(a)(4), §264.310(b)(1), and
§264.310(b)(5).

Table 3. Relevant and Appropriate Requirements.

Amended ROD, the requirements in Table 3 are relevant and appropriate.
5. EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES. To properly consider a ROD amendment EPA has traditionally evaluated
the originally selected remedy and the amended remedy by comparing them against the nine criteria identified in Table 4 to
ensure that the amended remedy reflects the scope, purpose and a long term comprehensive response for the site after
discovering significant new information to support an amendment21 In addition, in the case of this Amended ROD, EPA also
considered the presumptive remedies described in "Presumptive Remedies for Soils, Sediments, and Sludges at Wood Treater
Sites," EPA/540/R-95/128.

a. Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment. The concrete cap will adequately protect human
health and the environment by severing the most realistic and probable exposure pathway: inadvertent ingestion and direct
contact with surface soils by on-site commercial occupants. Consequently, as long as the land use remains similar to the present
use and the concrete cap remains in place, the amended remedy will be protective, cost effective and efficient. Since the soil
washing pilot test study did not conclude that soil washing would provide overall protection of human health and the
environment as described above, capping provides greater overall protection than the remedy selected in the ROD.
20 ROD , p. 20.
21 NCR, 40 CFR §300.430(f), "Selection of Remedy."
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OOb. Compliance With Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements. It is possible to construct a con oo
cap which will meet the requirements of the ARAR's identified above which require the remedy to minimize the need for fu ĵ
maintenance and control post-closure escape of hazardous waste, hazardous constituents, leachate, contaminated run-ol O
hazardous waste decomposition products to the ground or surface waters or to the atmosphere.22 The previous remedy,
washing, would not meet the ARAR's.

c . L o n g - T e r m
Effectiveness and Permanence. Since
the originally selected remedy could . Qvera|| Protectjon of Human Hea,th and the Environmentnot treat the soils to meet the remedial _ .. . . . . . . . . . . . _ . . . . . . _,goal, it failed to demonstrate the long ' Compliance With Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements
term effectiveness anticipated in the
1988 ROD. However, a concrete cap
can be designed to provide adequate
long term protection. Concrete's
performance is well documented and
with minimal maintenance EPA
expects that a concrete cap can provide
a durable barrier protecting the
environment indefinitely with minimal
long term operation and maintenance Table 4. The Nine Criteria.
requirements.

d. Reduction of Toxicitv. Mobility or Volume Through Treatment. While EPA recognizes this criteria applies
only to treatment, a concrete cap will reduce toxicity by severing the most likely potential exposure pathway. In addition, since
water is the only medium most likely to mobilize the contaminant, a concrete cap will greatly reduce the amount of water
contacting the contaminant. Although the remedy does not provide soil treatment, since EPA believes that the current land use,
freight truck terminals, will continue to be the land use for the foreseeable future, treatment provides no apparent additional
benefit.

e. Short-Term Effectiveness. When compared to the originally selected remedy, the amended remedy will provide
equal or better short-term effectiveness. With either remedy there is, albeit small, a probability that remedial action workers
could receive a harmful exposure from fugitive dust generated during construction. However, this potential threat will be
minimized by implementing appropriate worker health and safety procedures Constructing the originally selected remedy was
expected to take up to five years, whereas constructing a concrete cap is expected to take less than one year.

f. Implementability. In comparison to the originally selected remedy, the concrete cap is implementable whereas
soil washing was not implementable. Although the feasibility study indicated soil washing was implementable, the full scale
pilot test demonstrated that soil washing could not consistently and efficiently meet remediation goals. The amended remedy
is implementable since it is easy to construct with readily available skills and materials, and is reliable and is easy to maintain.

g. Cost. When comparing present worth costs. constructing a concrete cap will cost approximately $697,000
whereas the soil washing is currently estimated to cost in excess of $6,800,000. There will be no operation costs associated
with the concrete cap. Since the cap will serve as truck terminal pavement, the fact that the cap covers contaminated soil will
not add to the pavement maintenance normally required for terminal operations. Therefore operation and maintenance are not
considered in the cost of this concrete cap.

The originally selected remedy did little to control clean up cost As demonstrated during the soil washing pilot project,
successful treatment was uncertain because the final volume and disposal of remaining contaminated soil could not be estimated
with any acceptable certainty. Uncertainty increases the financial risk for contractors bidding the remedial work, and greater
financial risks will increase the bid price. By eliminating the uncertainty of treatment success, the financial risk is reduced and
costs are kept under control.

h. State Acceptance. The Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission (TNRCC) reviewed this
amendment. The TNRCC concurred with this ammendment in a February 21 , 1997 letter to EPA. This letter is included in
the Administrative Record.

22 40 CFR, Part 264 - Standards for Owners and Operators of Hazardous Waste Treatment, Storage, and DisposalFacilities: Subpart G - Closure and Post Closure, § 264.111 (a) & (b)
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SOUTH CAVALCADE SUPERFUND SITE,
AMENDED ROD NO. 1
MAY 16,1996, Page 9

i. Community Acceptance. The Amended Proposed Plan was released for public comment on February 10, 1
and EPA conducted a public meeting on February 21 , 1997. Appendix D attached to this Amended ROD is EPA's respc ^
to the comments EPA received during the comment period. None of the comments required EPA to make any signifn oo
changes to the proposed plan. The community has been satisfied with the work to date and the current landowners r ^j
accepted the proposed remedy (See Appendix A, letter dated October 20, 1995 and January 8, 1996 and Appendix O
Furthermore, the site is a potential "brownfield." Therefore EPA believes a concrete cap covering contaminated areas
reduce the originally estimated five year23 cleanup duration to less than one year. This would allow property owners to qui
expand current terminal operations thus increasing the local tax base and stimulating job growth while providing a protec
remedy. Consequently, a cap will encourage economic development by returning the property to its full potential.

23 ROD, p. 20.
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September 2, 1992
Shannon CraigBeazer East, Inc.436 Seventh AvenuePittsburgh, Pennsylvania
RE: South Cavalcade Site
Dear Shannon:
Reference the August 1992 "Soil Delineation Report" KeystoneEnvironmental Resources Inc. transmitted to our office on August 3,1992. We will approve this report if Beazar East Inc. (BEI) makesthe report revisions described in the following paragraphs. Ratherthan producing another report binder we will accept these revisionsas an addendum to be filed with the report. Please ensure eachitem in the addendum states the page and paragraph requiring achange. Please provide our office with the addendum no later thanSeptember 23, 19*92.

REPORT RBVXSXOm
Reference page 3-4 and 3-5, "Eorthvestera Area." The report doesnot describe the "concern.11 Request you revise the report todescribe the "concern* by stating aerial photographs show a pond inthe northwest quadrant from about 1957 to 1969. However, aerialphotographs after 1969 no longer show the pond. EPA requested BEIto compare the pond's location to soil sampling locations 6-38, 6-39, G-40 and G-41. EPA wanted to ensure that if the pond had everbeen used as a waste pit that the soil samples were in factcollected from the former pond site thus confirming the presence orabsence of soil contamination. Mote the paragraph' could lead areader to believe the aerial photographs show staining, and thatwas not the case.
Reference figure 3-1, "southeaster* Area soil Sampling Locations."The drawing legend does not define the crosshatched areas. Pleaserevise the legend to define the crosshatched
Reference page 4-2, the first paragraph. EPA did not request BEIto conduct additional sampling of "clean" soils. EPA and BEIdisagreed upon the number of samples used to define a soil asclean. EPA never agreed the samples were previously characterisedas "clean" as the paragraph implies i this was BEI'scharacterization. EPA does not believe these soils were properlycharacterized as either "clean" or dirty. Per our agreement withBEI, BEI will conduct further testing. Revise the report to firstdescribe the disagreement between EPA and BEI and then describe theagreement EPA and BEI reached to resolve the disagreement.
Reference page 4-2. The report does not describe the location ofthe soils in question. Revise the report to state that EPA and BEIdisagreed with the interpretation of soil test results thatindicated a clean 0 - 2 ' soil layer overlying soil in which
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oONcontamination exceeded the remedial action level because EPA and ooBEI could not agree upon why the contamination was not present in £Jthe 0 - 2 ' layer but present in underlying layers. O
Reference page 4-3. We do not believe the report clearly statesthat sample average and field standard deviation for each pile willdetermine the required remedial action for each pile. Pleaserevise the report to state that BEI will average the 7 cPAHconcentrations from each soil pile. If the average cPAHconcentration is below the remedial action level and if the fieldstandard deviation is equal to or leas than the standard deviationoriginally used to determine the number of samples collected, BEIwill consider the average soil pile concentration is below theremedial action level. However, if the average of the 7 cPAHconcentrations from each pile is above the remedial action leveland the field standard deviation is equal to or less thar thatoriginally used to calculate the number of sample collected, BEIwill consider the average soil pile concentration above theremedial action level and BEI will wash the entire soil pile. Ineither case if field standard deviation is greater than thatoriginally used to calculate tae number of samples required, BEIwill recalculate the number of samples using the field standarddeviation. BEI will continue sampling until a field samplestandard deviation correlates with the number of samples collected.Once no additional samples are required, BEI can assume the sampleaverage is the average soil pile concentration and use the averageto determine if the pile requires remedial action.
If you have any questions pleas call me at (214) 655-8523.
Sincerely,

Glenn Celerier, P. E.,Project Manager

cc: Mr. Mark HcDonnell, Flour Daniel Inc.Mr. Steve Chong, Texas Water Commission

"*

fa
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September 25, 1992
Km. Shannon CraigProject CoordinatorBeazer Bast, Inc.436 Seventh AvenuePittsburgh, PA 15219
RE: South Cavalcade Superfund site, Cooperative AgreementSchedule
Dear Shannon:
Reference Bearer letter dated September 22, 1992. We accept the
Beazer East "Soil Delineation Report" addendum you submitted on
September 22, 1992.

Sincerely,

Glenn Celerier, P.E.Project Coordinator

cc: Mark McDonnell, Flour Daniel, Inc.Steve Chong, Texas Water Commission
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SEP 07 1995

Steve RadelBeaier Bast, Inc.
436 Seventh AvenuePittsburgh, PA 15219-1822
Dear Mr. Radel:

This letter is in response to Beazer's August 18, 1995,lattar and tha August 28, 1995, Mating batvaan BPA and Beazer.As disouuMd in tha August 8, 1995, KPA lattar to Baazar, thaconsant dacraa axacutad by Baasar on or about Juna 11, 1990,givas BPA tha authority to puraua furthar invastigation to ensurethat human health is protected from an actual release of ahazardous substance (CD p. 2). Current site conditions give EPAreason to believe that there say be additional contaminationdeeper than shown in tha August 1992 soil delineation study.Bowever, if there is little chance that humans will actually beexposed to contaminated soils deeper than two feet below theground surface, BPA is willing to reconsider the risk thosedeeper contaminated soils pose to human health.
Although BPA is willing to reconsider the risk posed bypotentially contaminated soils deeper than two feet, in theConsant Decree, Appendix I, Statement of Work, EPA represented tothe public and current landowners that contaminated sell would beremediated to a maximum depth of six feet; therefore, the BPAmust notify tha public that it may not continue remedial actionbelow two feat. Consequently, BPA intends to notify the publicof its decision to cease excavation at two feet rather than atsix.
BPA will consider public comments when it determines ifthere are unforeseen risks to human health from any contaminationdeeper than two feet. If, after reviewing any public comments,BPA determines that there is minimal risk to human health posedby contamination two feet deep, EPA will instruct Beazer tocommence excavation.
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Lastly, since EPA is considering changes to the remedial ^action it agrees to suspend the current construction scheduleuntil it determines if there is any need to further pursueinvestigating soil contamination below two feet.
If you have any questions please call me at (2 14 ) 665-8523.

Sincerely,

Glenn Celerier, P.E.Project Manager
cc: Trey Collins, TNRCCMark McOonnell, Fluor Daniel, Inc.Mike King, Palletized TruckingRobert Sternenberg, Trucking PropertiesCalvin Reeves, Baptist Foundation of TexasUrsula Lennox (6SF-LL)
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September 29,1995 VIA AIRBORNE EXPRESS

Mr. Glenn Cderier, P.E
EPA Project Coordinator (6SF-AT)Superfund Programs Branch
US. Environmental rrotection Agency, Region VI
Allied Bank Tower @ Fountain Place1445 ROBS AvenueDallas, TX 75202-2733
Re: Contemplated Soil Remedial Action Revision

South Cavalcade CERCLA Site
Houston, Texas

Dear Glenn:
This letter has been prepared in response to the United State's Environmental Protection
Agency's (EPA) letter of September 7,1995 regarding EPA's contemplated revision to the
soil remedy at the South Cavalcade CERCLA Site (Site) located in Houston, Texas.
Specifically, EPA, states in the subject letter that "if there is little chance that humans will
actually be exposed to contaminated soils deeper than two feet below the ground surface,
EPA is willing to reconsider the risk those deeper contaminated soils pose to human
health." Further, EPA "intends to notify the public of its decision to cease excavation at two
feet -ather than at s*x" in order to inform the public of changes in the soil remedy and allow
pubtic comment If EPA determines after a review of public comments "that mere is
minimal risk to human health posed by contamination two feet deep, EPA will instruct
Beazer to commence excavation."
Beazer agrees with the EPA that soils at or near the ground surface rcprejcnt the greatest
potential exposure pathway to on-site commercial workers. Therefore, EPA's above
referenced recommendation will mitigate the potential risk of exposure to these surface
soils. However, Beazer believes that an alternate approach will effectively mitigate this
potential risk of exposure as well or better than EPA's recommended alternative. This
approach consists of a concrete cover over the identified areas of concern. The concrete cap
will in fact be more protective than EPA's alternative because a permanent; impermeable
barrier will be constructed in the designated areas of concern. This approach is also
consistent with EPA's determination that the existing pavement and buildings effectively
mitigate potential exposure to soils beneath these barriers. The following constitutes a
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Mr. (Henn Celerier
September 27, 1995
summary of the primary issues which support Beazer's recommendation to install a
concrete cover in the designated areas of concern.
Beazer believes that surface soils, defined in the ROD as the "upper six indies of soil,"
constitute the primary risk to human health, not a1] soils within the two foot depth as stated
in iiPA's September 7,1995 tetter. The Final Puouc Health and Environmental Assessment
("Risk Assessment11, August 1968) identified the primary soil exposure pathways for the
Site as dermal contact and inadvertent ingestion for on-«ite commercial occupants and
utility workers (see below), ft is unlikely that on-site commercial occupants win ever be
exposed to COCs below six inches in depth via the principal exposure pathways of direct
contact with soils and ingestion. On-site commercial activities mdude primarily
tractor/trailer rig storage, loading and unloading. Therefore, on-site occupants would not
be exposed to soils below six inches in depth during normal day-to-day activities. Only
invasive activities at the Site related to the installation of structures and supporting
underground utilities would potentially expose on-site construction workers to impacted
soils below six inches in depth. Accordingly, Beazer believes that the primary risks to on- *>
site commercial occupants and construction workers is limited to the upper six inches of
soil. Excavating an additional eighteen inches to the two foot level provides no additional
reduction in risk yet adds significant increase ii cost w

The principal exposure pathways and human receptors were identified in the Risk
Assessment and summarized in the ROD. The mitigation of human health risks via the
identified exposure pathways for EPA's contemplated soil remedial alternative and
Beazer's proposed concrete capping remedy is summarized below. For each exposure ,,,
pathway, Beazer's proposed alternative, concrete capping, is equally or more protective
than EPA's contemplated alternative. «
• Inadvertent ingestion and direct contact with surface soils by on-site commercial l'

occupants. The risks associated with impacted rjrface soils to oiwite commercial ^
occupants is primarily related to contact with airborne dust or with surface soils *
impacted with potentially carcinogenic polynudear aromatic hydrocarbons (pcPAHs) <*
and ingestion of these constituents. EPA's proposed remedy eliminates direct contactwith soil to a depth of two feet However, the Risk Assessment did not forest* any riskvia this exposure pathway for soils deeper than six inches. Beazer's proposed concrete
cap remedy removes any risk associated with this exposure pathway by providing aphysical barrier to human contact ^

and direct contact with drainage ditch sediments by *•
The primary transport mechanfem for migration of sousimpacted with pcPAHs is sediment in stormwater runoff. Through excavation and **

treatment of soil to two feet EPA's contemplated alternative remedy would eliminate ,,
the migration of any impacted surface soils in stormwater sediments. However, soils
below six inches in depth are not susceptible to stormwater runoff. Beazer's proposed

012895



oo(N
Page 3
Mr. Glenn Cderier
September 27, 1995

concrete cap etiminates stormwa<er contact with surface soils thus eliminating the
transport mechanism and associated risks for this exposure pathway.

• Inadvertent ingestion, dust inhalation, and direct contact with safitial soils by
utility or construction workers. The Risk Assessment addresses risks associated with
future construction worker invasive activities such as new construction and associated
utility installation which may expose workers to surfidal soils impacted with pcPAHs.
By providing a robust barrier which must be broken prior to any invasive work,Beazer's proposed concrete cap remedy is more protective of human health via this
exposure pathway than EPA's proposed two foot excavation remedy. Both proposed
remedies also rely on using institutional controls, as referenced in the ROD andrecommended in EPA's Land Use Directive (OSWER Directive No. 9355.7-04; Land Use
in the CERCLA Remedy Selection Process), to control these risks.
The ROD already provides for institutional controls to minimize the potential exposure
to Site construction workers. EPA requires that "site owners add a notice to their deeds
expressing that hazardous substances are located under concrete and buildings. EPA
will require this to notify any potential purchaser of the Site about this contamination"
(Page A-7 of the ROD). This notice can be modified to include areas of the Site that
Beazer proposes to cap. The ROD and the Consent Decree further require that
landowners provide notification to EPA of any proposed development in any area
containing impacted soil Further, access agreements are in-place between Beazer andall the Site landowners, and this agreement requires landowners to notify Beazer of any
development *t the Site which may involve invasive activities in impacted areas of the
Site.

• Inadvertent ingestion and direct contact with surface soils by future residents if the
site is ever developed. As stated in the Land Use Directive, EPA expects that the vast
majority of Superfund sites will continue to be used as industrial sites. Futureresidential use at the South Cavalcade Site is raghty unlikely. All three parcels of land at
the Site are being used for trucking operations and it is expected that this type of land
use wiU continue. In fact NW Nations Way Transport Service, me recently purchasedthe Site's northern tract from the Baptist Foundation of Texas with plans to expand the
trucking terminal Additionally, industrial sites surround nearly the entire 64-acre
South Cavalcade Site, and active railroad tracks border both the east and west
boundaries, making it extremely unlikely a tract of land such as this will ever be
developed for residential use. Deed restrictions can be obtained from the land owners
which wul allow only future indusuial/conunerdal utilization of the Site. Both
Beazer's proposed capping and EPA's proposed two foot excavation soil remediesassume continued commercial/ industrial use of the Site, acknowledging the

small risk associated with this exposure pathway.
Ingestion of gnrandwater if contamination continues to migrate or if water supply
wells are ever installed on-site. Beazer has shown in extensive testing and analysis of
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soil leaching potential that the COCs in the Site soils do not leach. To support the
absence of risk to groundwater presented by leaving impacted soils in-place, over 250
soil samples have been collected and analyzed using TCLP to determine any leaching
potential for soils impacted with pcPAHs. None of the more than 250 samples analyzed
have shown leaching potential Thus, there exists no risk of impact to groundwater
associated with leaving any impacted soil in-place at the Site. The Site constituents
simply do not leach from soil and this risk exposure pathway is a non-issue for
impacted soil
Further, the Site and surrounding areas are provided city water and water supply wellsare not required or desirable.
Beazer's proposed concrete cap remedy provides even further assurance that this
exposure pathway is a non-issue for impacted soil at the site by providing an
impermeable barrier to rainfall infiltration. By removing the transport mechanism, the
concrete cap eliminates all arguable risks, if any, that could be associated with misexposure pathway.

Beazer's proposed concrete cap would provide many benefits beyond those provided by
EPA's proposed two foot excavation remedy. They include consistency with the ROD-
selected soil remedy for existing paved areas of the Site, reduction of the time frame for
implementation of the soil remedy, elimination of potential exposure to construction
workers during implementation of the soil remedy, and allowance of minimum disruptionto ongoing trucking operations while more promptly providing beneficial land use to the
community in full compliance with EPA's Land Use Directive. Each of these additionalbenefits are discussed below.
• Establish a consistent soil remedy throughout the Site. In the ROD, approximately

60% of potentially impacted soils were noted to be present beneath existing concrete
and buildings in the southeast portion of the Site based on data collected during the RL
Per the ROD, these areas do not require remediatiun because the risks of dermal contactor inadvertent ingestion are mitigated by the barrier (the buildings and paving)
between occupants and the impacted soil Likewise, placing Beazer's proposed concrete
cap over the remaining impacted areas provides the same mitigation of risk to on-siteoccupants.

potential exposure to construction wodcen doing soil remedy
atkm. The EPA's proposed revision to this remedy wifl require excavation,

handling, hauling and processing of impacted soils; stormwater run-on and runoff
control and treatment; and residual materials handling and disposal In addition,
residual materials may require off-site disposal at an approved TSD facility, and there
are additional risks of human exposure during loading, transportation, off-loading,
disposal and decontamination activities.
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Beazer's proposed cap will practically eliminate these risks. Nearly all areas of the
proposed cap win be designed for installation at or above the existing exposed ground
surface, therefore, invasive activities will ve limited. Dust control measures will be
implemented to ensure a minimal amount of worker exposure during construction of
the concrete cap.

• Reduce the time frame for soil remedy completion and provide beneficial land use
for die conommty. The cap remedy is consistent with the ROD and EPA's Land Use
Directive in p.oviding a preference for continued beneficial use of the property.
Implementation of the current remedy and EPA's revision of this remedy will require a
one to two acre Site area for the construction and operation of the EPA approved
bioremediation cells. Bioremediation of impacted Site soils pursuant to EPA's proposed
two foot excavation remedy may take up to five years to complete. During this time
frame, the one to two acre bioremediation cell area will be unusable. Capping of the
impacted sod areas pursuant to Beazer's proposed remedy will require only months to
complete thereby greatly reducing remedial operations related exposure risk and
promptly placing the Site back into a productive and beneficial commercial/industrial
use.
Beazer's proposed concrete cap has the additional benefit of providing a structure
which enhances the use of the Site for trucking operations. EPA's Land Use Directive
considers land use in making remedy selections under CERCLA and can be applied to
remedy modifications as weft. EPA acknowledges in this guidance the importance of
continued land use in remedy selection. As stated on Page 1 of the Land Use Directive,
"EPA acknowledges the importance of lanJ use in determining cleanup levels and
remedies... and expects that the vast majority of sites with current
industrial/commercial uses (70% of all Sup»rfund sites) will continue to be used as
commercial or industrial sites...". Beazer's proposed concrete cap remedy provides
b«»fy<yiai continued commercial/ industrial utilization of the Site to the maximum
extent possible while minimizing risks to human health and the environment

In conclusion, Beazer supports EPA in its effort to effectively mitigate risks at the Site and to
minimize the time frame required for soil remediation. While EPA's proposed two foot
excavation soil remedy effectively addresses all contemplated risks to Site occupants and
construction workers, Beazer's proposed capping remedy provides equal or improved risk
reduction and the additional benefits associated with a more prompt; efficient, and
consistent remedy as described above. The ROD already acknowledges the equal to or
improved risk reduction provided by concrete capping through its allowance for leaving
impacted soils in-place at the Site under existing concrete and buildings. Further, legally
binding documentation in the form of deed restrictions, as referenced in the ROD, access
agreements, the ROD, and the Consent Decree require that land owners provide
notification to EPA and Beazer of any invasive activities that may conceivably disrupt the
integrity of such a cap. Finally, Beazer has already implemented an extensive groundwater
remediation and monitoring program at the Site and will closely monitor the progress of

012898



ON

Page 6
Mr. CHenn Celerier
September 27. 1995
groundwater remediation at the Site to ensure that the remaining exposure pathway, if any,
is controlled.
Beazer agrees with EPA that revisions such as those discussed herein will require public
notification and comment Beazer is confident that all community concerns can be
addressed promptly and adequately and will provide EPA with any support required. We
look forward to EPA's positive response to Bearer's proposed concrete cap.

Sincerely

Michael SJenska,P.E
Project Manager
cc R. Lucas - Beazer (w/o Attachment)S. Radd- Beazer

M White- Baker &Botts
Office of Regional Counsel EPA - Region VI
Ouef- Texas Construction Section, EPA - Region VI
T. Coffins - South Cavalcade Superrund Site Coordinator (TNRCQ
M McDonnd • Fluor Daniel
B. Hidcman • Turner & Associates
J. Zubrow • KEY Environmental, Inc.
M. Brudunan - Dames & Moore, N.CT. Hopper- Dames Sc Moore, Houston

•«*

•K
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OCT 05 1995

Mike Slenska
Beazer East, Inc.436 Seventh Avenue
Pittsburgh, PA 15219-1822
RE: Contemplated Soil Remedial Action Revision, South Cavalcade
Superfiind Site, Beazer Ltr dated September 29, 1995
Dear Mr. Slenska:

We reviewed the referenced letter in which Beazer proposes capping
"areas of concern" with concrete and believe the proposal has merit
However, before we can consider this proposal further we would like
additional information. Consequently, we request Beazer provide the
following information:

- Define the "area of concern" referenced in Beazer's letter
- Provide a conceptual cap design (plan and cross section
dimensions, location, general specifications, and construction
quality assurance)
- Provide an economic analysis comparing cap and
bioremediation cost
- Provide a design and construction schedule
- Provide a general description of the maintenance required to
maintain the cap's integrity
- Provide assurance that the land owners do not object to a cap
in lieu of bioremediation
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After we review the information Beazer provides we will determine if
Beazer's proposal to change the remedy is appropriate. If you have any
questions please call me at (214) 665-8523.

Sincerely,

Glenn Celerier, P.E.
Project Manager
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BEAZER EAST. INC.. 436 SEVENTH AVENUE. PITTSBURGH. PA 1 5 2 1 9
October 20, 1995

Nations Way Transport Service, Inc.
5601 Holly Street
Commerce City, Colorado 80022
Ann: Mr. Monte Hutchinson

Senior Vice President
Transportation and Maintenance

RE: Concurrence with Site Capping
South Cavalcade CERCLA Site
Houston, Texas

Dear Monte:
This letter is a follow-up to our telephone conversation during the last week of September, 1995,
in which we discussed the possibility of placing a concrete cover over the impacted soil areas of
the South Cavalcade CERCLA Site (Site). As we discussed, this concrete cover would be in lieu
of bioremediation for the impacted Site soils. This letter is intended to confirm in writing your
verbal concurrence with the proposed concrete cover as a modified soil remedial action.
On Sept. 29, 1995, Beazer East, Inc. (Beazer) submitted a letter to the United States
Environmental Profstion Agency (EPA) which sets forth the risk analysis and rationale in
support of concrete capping as the most cost effective and preferred alternative soil remedy for
the Site. That letter is attached for your review. In response to Beazer's submittal, the EPA
requested that we provide additional information concerning the proposed concrete cap. EPA's
Oct. 5, 1995 request letter is also attached for your review. Included in the EPA letter is a
request that Beazer "Provide assurance that the land owners do not object to a cap in lieu of
bioremediation."
There are two impacted soil zones located on the grassy area just south of the maintenance shop
on Nations Way Transport Service, Inc. (Nations Way) property which cover a total area of
approximately 1,750 square feet. As we discussed, this is a relatively small area and Beazer
believes that the most appropriate remedial action may be to excavate and dispose of this material
at on off-sue disposal facility. However, this remedial option for the soils on your property has
not been finalized. In the event that alternate plans are necessary, Beazer will develop plans and
specifications to place a concrete cover over the impacted soil areas at an elevation above the
existing grades.
Beazer is preparing a conceptual design submittal to provide the EPA with the requested
additional information, and in that submittal Beazer will propose excavation and off-site disposal
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for the impacted soils on your property. However, should the EPA require the concrete cover to
be placed over all impacted soil areas, the conceptual design will be revised to include sketches of
the concrete cover arrangement consistent with the configuration described above. Additionally,
it is Beazer's hope to include the above referenced assurance of landowner concurrence with the
conceptual design submittal.
Beazer believes that the signed Access Agreement alread" in existence between Beazer and Nations
Way provides any requisite authorization needed for Beazer to implement the Record of Decision
(ROD) selected remedy, whether amended or modified to provide for alternative remedial action such
as concrete capping. Nevertheless, as a courtesy to Nations Way, and in order for Beazer to provide
to EPA the above noted assurance, and to ensure that open communications are maintained between
Beazer and Nations Way, Beazer is forwarding this request for written confirmation of our previous
discussions. To confirm your pi .or verbal concurrence with using an alternative soil remediation plan,
including excavation and off-site disposal or a concrete concrete cover, in lieu of bioremediation please
sign on the space provided below and return the original to my attention using the enclosed self-
addressed overnight envelope, retaining a copy for your files. A copy of this signed letter will be
included in our conceptual concrete cover design submittal to the EPA. Should Beazer receive EPA
approval to proceed with a detailed design of the concrete cover, or excavation and "fF-site
disposal of the impacted soils on your property, Beazer will work with Nations Way to
accommodate any reasonable comments or concerns regarding the design.
If you should have any questions or require additional information please contact me at (412) 227-
2174.

Sincerely,

Michael Slenska, P.E.
Project Manager

Mr. Monte HutdJnson Date
Senior Vice President
Transportation and Maintenance

Attachments
cc: Steve Radd

Bob Lucas
Troy Hopper, Dames & Moore
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October 20, 1995 . i^c.

Trucking Properties, Inc.
Wedge International Tower
1415 Louisiana, Suite 3000
Houston, Texas 77002

Attn: Mr. Robert E. Stemenberg
President

RE: Concurrence with Site Capping
South Cavalcade CERCLA Site
Houston, Texas

Dear Bob:
This letter is a follow-up to our Sept. 21, 1995 meeting in which we discussed the
possibility of placing a concrete cover over the impacted soil areas of the South Cavalcade
CERCLA Site (Site). As we discussed, this concrete cover would be in lieu of
bioremediation for the. impacted Site soils. This letter is intended to confirm in writing
your concurrence with the proposed concrete cover as a modified soil remedial action as
you verbally expressed during the above referenced meetings.
Following our Sept. 2 1 , 1995 meeting, Beazer East, Inc. (Beazer) submitted a letter to the
United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) which sets forth the risk analysis
and rationale in support of concrete capping as the most cost effective and preferred
alternative soil remedy for the Site. That tetter, dated Sept 29,1995, is attached for your
review. In response to Beazer's submhlal, the EPA requested that we provide additional
information concerning the proposed concrete cap. EPA's Oct 5, 199S request letter is
also attached for your review. Included in the EPA letter is a request that Beazer
"Provide assurance that the land owners do not object to a cap in lieu of bioremediation."
For the impacted soil areas located on Trucking Properties, Inc. (TPI) property the
concrete cap would cover approximately sixty percent of the small grassy area located just
south of the warehouse. We anticipate that the concrete cover would be placed above the
existing grades in this area, and would include a small ramp making the cover accessible
for personal vehicle parking.
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Beazer is preparing a conceptual design submittal to provide the EPA with the requested
additional information. This conceptual design will include sketches of the concrete cover
arrangement consistent with the configuration described above. Additionally, it is
Beazer' s hope to include the above referenced assurance of landowner concurrence with
the conceptual design submittal.
Beazer believes that the signed Access Agreement already in existence between Beazer and
TPI provides any requisite authorization needed for Beazer to implement the ROD selected
remedy, whether amended or modified to provide for an alternative remedial action such as
concrete capping. Nevertheless, as a courtesy to TPI, and in order for Beazer to provide to
EPA the above noted assurance, and to ensure tliat open communications are maintained
between Beazer and TPI, Beazer is forwarding this request for written confirmation of : ur
previous discussions. T^ confirm your prior verbal concurrence with using a concrete cover ir
lieu of bioremediation please sign on the space provided below and return the original to my
attention using the enclosed self-addressed overnight envelope, retaining a copy for your files.
A copy of this signed lettsr will be included in our conceptual concrete cover design submittal
to the EPA. Should Beazer receive EPA approval to proceed with a detailed design of the
concrete cover, Beazer will work with TPI to accommodate any reasonable comments or
concerns regarding the design.
If you should have any questions or require additional information please contact me at (412)
227-2174.
Sincerely,

Michad Slenska, P.E. '
Project Manager

Approved by.

Mr Robert EStemenberg VJ Date
President -Trucking Properties, Inc. *

v

cc: Steve Radd
Bob Lucas
Troy Hopper, Dames & Moore
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2001 CoUingsworth
Houston, Texas

January 8, 1996

Mr. Glenn Celerier, P.E.
Superfund Division
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1445 Ross Ave.
Dallas, TX 75202

Re: South Cavalcade CERCLA Site, Houston, Texas
Property Owner Consent to Concrete Capping Proposal

Dear Mr. Celerier:
Beazer East, Inc. has provided us with a copy of the final conceptual design report for

its proposal of concrete capping as the remedy for contamination located on our property at the
South Cavalcade CERCLA site in Houston, Texas. Beazer East, Inc. has asked us to give you
our written consent to the concept of concrete capping. Our concerns about the proposal can
be grouped generally into two types of issues, one of which is whether the proposal protects
human health and the environment, and the other of which is how the new cap will affect the
use and enjoyment of our property long term.

Based on my telephone conversations with you previously, we understand that the
Environmental Protection Agency will approve the concrete capping proposal as a remedy for
this CET.CLA site omy if you conclude that this remedy will protect human health and ttte
environment as long as the contamination remains on this property. Therefore, we are deferring
to the Agency with regards to these health and environmental considerations.

Beazer has given us certain assurances that it will address our other concerns about the
concrete capping proposal, relating to the impact of the new concrete cap on a permanent basis
as it affects our existing improvements and the operations on our property, by incorporating our
reasonable comments and modifications into the final design, plans and specifications for the
concrete cap, and by accommodating us on various issues relating generally to the construction
process. In reliance upon those assurances, we are giving you this letter as evidence of our
consent to the concept of concrete capping as a remedy for the contamination existing on this
property.
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Mr. Glen Celerier
January 8, 1996
Page 2
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If you have any questions or require any additional information, please do not hesitate
to contact me at (713) 225-3303.

Very truly yours,
PALLETIZED TRUCKING, INC.

Name: Michael Rex King
Title: Vice President

0274173.02
019MW/1147

as
*>!
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APPENDIX B - CONCEPTUAL DESIGN OF CONCRETE CAP
SOUTH CAVALCADE SUPERFUND SITE
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

On September 29, 1995, Beazer East, Inc. (Beazer) submitted a letter to the United States
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) which describes the risk analysis and rationale in
support of concrete capping as the most cost effective and preferred alternative soil remedy for
the South Carateade CERCLA Site (Site) located in Houston, Texas. On October 3, 199S. in
response to Beazer' s submittal, the EPA requested that Beazer provide additional information
concerning the proposed concrete cover.

This Conceptual Design Report presents the requested additional information and includes: a
general description of the proposed concrete cover configuration including preliminary drawings
and specifications, a discussion of the additional tasks required to complete die proposed
concrete cover detailed design, an economic evaluation comparing die proposed concrete cover
to washing of the Site soils, documentation of property owner concurrence with using a concrete
cap in lieu of ROD selected soil remedies, and a preliminary schedule for the design and
construction of the proposed concrete cover.

2.0 CONCEPTUAL DESIGN
Beazer has developed a conceptual design configuration for each of the four main soil
remediation areas of the Site. These four main areas, as shown on Figure 1, are the Southeast,
Southwest, and Northeast Areas and the Groundwater Treatment Plant Area of the Site as
described in the Soil Remedial Design - 100% Design Submittal, Dames & Moore, December,
1994. Several specific design criteria were used to develop the proposed concrete cover
conceptual designs for each of the four soil remediation areas. These design criteria are
presented below:

• Cover |he Impacted Zo«gg - As determined by the recently completed soil
Confirmational Sampling Program, the impacted soil zones have been <<>1"y*tcd y«vi
confirmed for each of the four main areas. The proposed concrete cover should, at
a minimum, cover at least these impacted zones.

• Provide a Useable Concrete Cover - The concrete cover should be designed to allow
use of die covered areas which is consistent with the current property operations.
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• Minimize Impacted Soil Excavation - The design should minimise the amount of
impacted soil requiring excavation during construction of the concrete cover. Any «*
cut and fill required for construction of the concrete cap should achieve a balance .,
such that excavated impacted material can be placed as fill over other impacted zones
thereby limiting the need for off-site disposal of impacted material.

• Provide Adequate Drainage - The surface contours of the concrete cover should
provide for positive drainage of the cover, and wherever possible remain consistent
with the existing drain^e patterns of the Site.

;.»

The following discussion presents the concrete cover conceptual design for each of the four Site
areas described above. M

2.1 SOUTHEAST AREA

The Southeast Area is a narrow strip of land located on the east side of Palletized Trucking, Inc.
(Palletized) property. There are six impacted soil zones in this area which cover a total area of
approximately 35,500 square feet.

fir

The existing surface of the Southeast Area consists of an assortment of materials, but is *
predominantly covered with crushed concrete. Material excavated during Confirmational »
Sampling Plan (CSP) activities was backfilled with no nectpnral compaction and presently
exists in a loose state, while material not disturbed by CSP activities remains in a well
compacted state.

The Southeast Area is relatively flat with slightly higher elevations located approximately in the „-
middle of this narrow area. This high point divides the Southeast Area into northern and
southern drainage areas. Both areas have a general easterly slope; therefore, runoff from these
areas flows to the HB&T Railway ditch located to the east of the Site. In addition to its own
surface runoff, the northern drainage area includes surface runoff from the easterly sloping »
existing concrete located to the west of this area. ^
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2.1.1 Concrete Cover Configuration

The concrete cap for the Southeast Area will cover the majority of the narrow strip of land on
the east side of Palletized property, which will provide a suitable tarmac for truck use. The
general layout for the concrete cover is shown in Figure 2. Additional details for the Southeast
Area concrete cover are shown in Figures 3 and 4. Ine following text describes how the
concrete cover configuration shown in Figures 2,3, and 4 satisfies the design criteria described
above in Section 2.0.

• Cover thg IfflMCttd Zones

- To provide Palletized with a continuous pavement for operations the concrete cap
will be constructed over both impacted and nonimpacted zones.

• Provide a Useable Concrete Cqver

- The slope of the concrete tarmac will be minimal to enable trailers to be parked.
- Abrupt changes in grades will be avoided. Grade transitions will be achieved by
utilizing ramps as shown in Figure 5.

- The concrete cap will be wide enough along the entire length to accommodate
Palletized's trailer sizes of 40 and 48 feet lengths.»

• Minimize, Impacted Soil Excavation.

- Cross-Section A as shown in Figure 3 is a typical cut section. Impacted
excavation from this area will be placed as fill material over other impr*"*1
zones. Cross-Section A is typical of approximately 20 percent of the Southeast
Area.

- Cross-Section- B as shown in Figure 3 is a typical fifl section. Excavation of
impacted or nonimpacted material is expected not to be required in the fill
sections. Cross-Section Bis typical of approximately 80 percent of the Southeast
Area.

- Cross-Section C as shown in Figure 3 is cut through all the Southeast frrfi*'*
zones. Inspection of mis cross-section reveals the volume of fill wimm the
impacted zones is greater than the expected volume of impacted excavation.
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- Earthwork quantities associated with the presented cross-sections are as follows: £jo
Fill Required Over Impacted Zones . . . . . . . . . . . 510 cubic yards
Cut Required Over Impacted Zones . . . . . . . . . . . . 93 cubic yards
Balance . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 417 cubic yards of fill

Fill Required Over Nonimpacted Zones . . . . . . . . . 680 cubic yards
Cut required Over Nonimpacted Zones . . . . . . . . . 170 cubic yards
Balance . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 510 cubic yards of fill

The reported quantities are approximate and are subject to slight modifications
during final design.

- The existing soil stockpiles located onsite will be used as fill material. These
stockpiles have been tested following the methods contained in the EPA approved
Stockpile Sampling Plan, included as part of Appendix A-l of the Remedial
Action Work Plan. Test results have demonstrated that these soil stockpiles do
not contain potentially carcinogenic polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (pcPAHs)
above the Record of Decision (ROD) goal of 700 ppm.

- The impacted soil excavated in the Northeast Area will be used as fill over the
impacted zones of the Southeast Area.

Provide Adequate Drainage

- In the northern drainage area runoff from the existing westerly concrete pavement
will be intercepted at the constructed ramp and directed to the norm end of the
cap or to a drainage swale formed into the cap *s shown on Figure 2 and Cross-
section C of Figure 3.

- In the northern drainage area the concrete cap will have a cross drainage slope
to the east which will flow into a swale formed into the cap as shown on Cross-
section A and B of Figure 3. The runoff 6om the uorthern end of the cap will
be directed to an unpaved area in the northeast comer of Palletized an! ultimately
routed to the existing HB&T Railway ditch.

- In the southern drainage area the concrete cap will have a cross drainage slope
to the east which will flow into a swale formed into die cap as shown on Cross-
section A and B of Figure 3. The runoff from the southern end of the cap will
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be directed to an existing catch basin located approximately 220 feet south of the
cap in the southeast corner of Palletized.

2.1.2 Concrete Cover Maintenance

Due to the nature of properly designed and constructed concrete pavements •p'faft îr* for the
proposed cap will be limited. By designing properly spaced expansion joints in the concrete cap
cracking of the cap will be controlled at the joints. Expected minimum joint spacing is 15 to
25 feet. The expansion joints will be designed to be liquid tight to minimize infiltration of storm
water.

2.2 SOUTHWEST AREA

The Southwest Area is a relatively square piece of land located at the south entrance of Trucking
Properties, Inc. (TPI) property. There are two impacted soil zones in this area which cover a
total area of approximately 8,300 square feet.

The existing surface of the Southwest Area consists of grass. Material excavated during
Confirmational Sampling Plan (CSP) activities was backfilled with no itmrh«nir«i compaction
and presently exists in a loose state, while material not disturbed by CSP activities remains in
a well compacted state.

The Southwest Area is relatively flat with a slight crown 1^ the middle on a north and south axis.
Drainag- in this area is to the east and west away from the slight crown described above.

The concrete cap for the Southwest Area will cover approxirnateryM percent of the square piece
of land located at the south entrance of TPI property. The concrete cap win function at suitable
space for future employee parking. The general layout of the concrete cap is shown m Figure
6. Additional details for the Southwest Area concrete cover are shown in Figure 7. The
following text describes how the concrete cover configuratk>n shown m Figures 6 and 7 satisfies
die iffftign criteria described above in Section 2.0.
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)RA\NN BY: H S D A T E ; 10/25/9S| CHECKED BY: BD6 DATE: 10/^5/^T APPROVED BY: TEH DATE: 10/27/95 REVISIONS: A I FILE NO: 18804-303-186

CONCRETE PAVEMENT-
THICKNESS TO BEDETERMINED IN FINALDESIGN, 6" MINIMUM

VARIES FILL AS REQUIRED

STEEL REINFORCEMENTSIZE <Jc SPACING TO BEDETERMINED IN FINAL DESIGN

EXISTINGSUBGRADE

TYPICAL CONCRETE DETAIL
NOT TO SCALE

FIGURE 4
CONCEPTUAL CAPPNG DESIGN

FYPICAL CONCRETE DETAL
FOR

BEAZER EAST. INC.
SOUTH CAVALCADE SITE

HOUSTON, TEXAS
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I FILE NO; 18604-303-186RAWBY:HSI——DATE: 10/25/95|CHECKED BY: BOB DATE 10/25/95 | APPROVED BY: TEH DATE: 10/27/95| REVISIONS: A

EXISTING PROPOSED
CONCRETE CAP

RAMP LENGTH
LENGTH OF RAMP TOPROVIDE SUFFICIENT
CLEARANCE FOR FUELTANK MOUNTED ON TRACTOR

NOT TO SCALE

FIGURE 6
CONCEPTUAL CAPPMQ DESIGN
SOUTHEAST RAMP CLEARANCE

FOR
BEAZER EAST, INC.

SOUTH CAVALCADE SITE
HOUSTON. TEXAS
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The reported quantities are approximate and are subject to slight modifications
during final design.
The existing soil stockpiles located onsite will be used as fill material. These

t have been tested following the methods contained in the EPA approved
Stockpile Sampling Plan, included as part of Appendix A-l of die Remedial
Action Work Plan. Test results have demonstrated mat these soil stockpiles do
not contain potentially carcinogenic polynnclear aromatic hydrocarbons (pcPAHs)
above the ROD goal of 700 pom.

To promote drainage away from die cap in the Soudiwest Area die cap will be
constructed at a slightly higher grade but at a slope similar to die existing grade.
A crown will be formed near die middle of die area and die cap will be sloped
towards die existing curb whereupon surface runoff will discharge to the existing
paved areas surrounding die Soudiwest Area.

for die concrete cap in die Soudiwest Area will be similar to tint described for die
Soudwast Area. ,

2.3 NORTHEAST AREA

The Northeast Area is a relatively square piece of land located norm of d» maintenance shop
on me eastern side of Nations Way Transport Service, Inc. (Nations Way) properly. There are
two inpscled sou zones in dus area which cover a local of approximately 1,845 figure feet.
These two impacted zones result in an m-place volume of appraotinsleff/ 140 cubic yards.
Due •> Nation way's expressed interest to asnsnii disjr tracking operations, and Ins relatively
small impacted «et and associated sofl vohinKsm die NotdteastAres^ Better befievmd» most
appropriate remedial action for this area b to excavate diis inaterial and bactiW die excavitta
win dean fiD. The in puce volume of 140 cubic yards of excavated impacted material from
teNort»Mt Area wo^ be used MfiUowiagscteda^ Thlswffl
allow for final remediation of dus area without introducing a small concrete cover which may
eventnuly nsed to be incorporated into a larger paved area.
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2.4 GROUNDWATER TREATMENT PLANT AREA

The undefined impacted area located on the north and east side of the GWTP, as shown on
Figure 1, will be capped consistent with the type of concrete cover proposed for the Southeast
and Southwest areas. During implementation of the detailed design me extent of mis area will
be defined, in part, using existing analytical soil data which was previously collected.

3.0 DETAILED DESIGN
3.1 ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED

As described in Section 2.0 above mere are four design constraints to be addressed as part of
the final design. These design constraints are: cover the impacted zones, provide a useable
concrete cover, inipimize impacted soil excavation, and provide adequate drainage. Issues which
must be resolved to complete the final design include:

• Obtain approval from the EPA of this Conceptual Design Report.

• Confirm the proposed ramps in the Southeast and Southwest are suitable for use with
the expected vehicles.

• Assess the existing moisture content and density characteristics of the subgnde
n***f"te in both the impacted and nonimpacted zones without performing an
extensive intrusive geotechnical investigation.

• Devdop methods to density die iii-place ratten^
dead and live loads with minimal disturbance of the

• Develop pavement design pamneteu such as a California Bearing Ratio (CBR) or
a modulus of snbgrade reaction (k) for the supporting

• Determine me thirlmrti. maintaining a minimnm thickness of six inches, and
mfnt requirements for the concrete cap.

(N<NONCN
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APPENDIX A

COST ESTIMATES
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Damas A Moon, Inc.
Job No. 16804403-186
Baazar South Cavafcad* Site
Conerate Paving Cost Estimate
By: MF/BDB Date: 11/16/98

PAVING QUANTITIES

s

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
6
9
10
11
12
13
14

1
2
3

4
5

• ttl Itl ft * ~"l9 *"

«OUTHEA«T
Dwnohh A Rsmova SuracW Concrate 1' Mck
HaulSurfcWConorate
OhpOMl of Surtctal Concrate u Non-H«z
fUMVauRUdi
Excainte Ctaan Material
Excavate Impacted Material
BacMVWh Stochplt and Imported Material
Obtain Baddl fromofWta(1-1/rUm««too«)
BacM Impacted MaterW
Flail MaBinB fttfAArTOOVOQ WM

Lvynvrac WINÎ MCVUII
Qrada
v Con»VN9iMBi vt RdniOfOMiMnik
ConcratoWal rWckfftel

SOUTIKAflT AMU SUBTOTAL >.

•OUHMBI
StisvAOvubt 4*RMihnuRi

IWMI *%i HsWOOUft iMWW

Obteta BacM torn olMte (MO" UmMtoiw)

Unit«na>B)

CY
LOADS
TONS

EA
CY
CY
CY
CY
CY
SY
evOT

SY
SY
CY

SY
LOAD8
Tr îiiTONS

CY
CY

Quantity

344
44

874
2

169
93

791
364
229

6,848
1,053
7,500
7,711

39

1,751
6

151

115
115

Unit Cost

$154.49
$700.00
$86.00

$800.00
$4.50
$5.50
$3.50
$428
$5.50
$120
A* A A$3.11
$149

$28.3$
$12443

$125
$700.00
a>4AA tfut.$16540

$3.50
$426

¥j>teKTOW*

$53,145
$30.600
175,164
$1,600

$761
$512

$2.769
- $1,551

$1,260
$8218
$3,275

$12475
$203.425

$4.797

$N9JM9

$2,1*9
$6400

•MkA <fc<BT$24,915

$40
$410

Ml
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t 61 Moon, Inc.
Job No. 16004-303-166' Sou* Crafcad* Site

11/16*6
PAVWO QUANTITIES

Unit Cort Total $

7
8

FlooMIAJM
teComp,

r Concnte ««i §4 JWnfcn

SY
SY
SY
SY

1,751
804

1.751
1,751

$120
$3.11
$1.69

$26.36

1
2
3

bnpccted Mclww CY
CY
CY

136
136
136

$5.50
$3.50
$6.66

$746
$476
$033

1
2
3

SY
SY
SY

271
271
27*

$120
$USf

$334
$470

$7,326

1
2

3
4

$4,00040

$750.00

$4,000

$33,750
*2j000
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JobNa.ttMta03-18t

(NON(N

Concrate Paving C«rt EctbratiBy: MP/IOB Date: 11/1M8
PAVWO QUANTITIES

SUBTOTAL

TOTAL COST:

Unit
IS
LS

Unit CoM
$19.900.00
17,500.00

Total $
$19,500
$7,500

$•97,000
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NoritMMtBioCofeCoct Estimate
By: BOB CM*: 10/24*5

BtOCELLQUANTfTCS
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DMIMS A Moon, Inc.
JobNo.1SM4409>1M

rSoutttCavateadcSlta
Oxrs

By. BOB Date: 10/24/15
BtOCELL QUANTITIES

r Btowv Sucton V PVC Pip* «8h 2 90 bends
StMlTi*feig(«nmonta)

MT Copper TUtaofwitarlw) HELD ROUTED
Coup*io*. * VWwt, kM T

rBulMrtyVilM

Pip* Stand Concrete 3000 p>K28 ctey * StNl BMIM
20 dtyt tabor: 3 man craw

& •nonofwf MndbMQB)
TranohbiQto NortMMtLocnon

RwMofOih PnKTv*
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D*»:10/24/M
•OCELL QUANTITIES

SUdPMfe«t(8PATCO)

4
5

10
11

Uanpoww to op*** bfcotl (Part-TIm«: 33%)
13 tan pv WMk O $*0.00/hour for S2 wtthsferSy*M

KM flHHnHfMHIM vBf DIOON fOf 9 yMW

Peww («)Mktely) for 5 yw*
for 5 ywn

Smpt* Ubcr (182 houra*fcr • $72.00)

1
a

Unft

EA
EA

5YR8

SYRS

5YRS

SYRS
SYRS
SYRS
SYRS
SYRS

MR
LS

•Y

(N
O

10
1

2X474

UnttCort

$70,000.00
$1.800.00

$110^68.00

$117^22.00

$131^08.00

$242,73100
$12340840

$8.200.00

ftOOJOO
$72jOO

tin

TeW$

$140jOW
$3iOOO

$110.860

$117^22

$131^08

$32302
$68,881

$242,792
$123,008

$2^00

WJNI
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By. KM Date: 10/24/18
BIOCELL QUANTTTIES

4
5
t •now-8 day labor

Dbpossaf Hypaton Unaraa Hazardous Material0.24*9F fcr 38 ml Hypafen Lhar
DkpoMlofAbova Ground Bbcal Piping a* Hazardo
Transportation of Hazardous Dtapowl Materials

1
2

> IMrtl (3733 8Y akMdy ta ptaet)

SUBTOTAL

Suvty
CONSTRUCTION SUBTOTAL

8Y
SY

DAY

TONS

TONS
LOADS

LS
DAYS

LS

18,741
23,474

35
2

1
80
1

Unit Cort

$327
$4.28

$1.050JO

$189.00

$185.00
$700.00

$10,000.00
$790.00

$2,000.00

Total $

$84.993

$9,290

$9,779
$1,400

$10.000
$94^00
$2^00

$86.000

No* Tbfc<
UMOfl

fcr eenfeMkr •• to phot
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APPENDIX B

SOIL WASHING COST ESTIMATE
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OWTIM m Moon, inc.
JabNa.1M04-30»012

ON(N

Sol WM*i* w«h tadmnllon of fMdu* Co* Effciutt
By •MA* CM*: DMM*V 1983
tarn
1
a
3

4

s
•
7
•
t
10
11
ia
19

14

19
H
17
IB
1*
ao
ti
—

ArtMyDMOripton

fr^MD.*
MHMWtaa
•••A •̂ ••M^kMBB^MIW F1VCW1

"— *"
MM
MW^G****
•olWtaNng Labor
Hi WMMH0 IMiVVBB

MA^ndmMi
+13 TmmiGrtMlen and OopOMl-
+ar TiwerlHton and OaponT
* 10 M«h TmeorMton «nd MpOHl*
^ - - * 1" i •* 1 *<• ilit TiamiBinBB^dBlrin I Ik n irln

MBVTiworMton 4 DtapeHP
Ifh TMri SiHpMHlMl tolMv WMh WMBT OlipOMl
•••MOMn iMvm ^

Dm iiMrtn.
MOMnlflJt
•toa-M.
°—— *••"
ISBBSTUPSfSr™"™1

mo-.̂
OTM.CO«r

Unit
LS

LS

LS

LS
TON

TON

MY

DAY
LS

TON

TON

TON

TON

QAL
TON

QAL

TON

LS
DAY

IS
LS

Quantity
1
1
1
1

6.300

MOO
100

100

1
2,885

44S

BIO

570

•2JOO

1.290

240,000

6.900
1

100

1
1

Ik* COM
S100.000.00

S30.000.00

J50.00O.OO

S200.000.00

S3.14

SH.OO
S9.000.00

S4.300.00
S233.900.00

S10.00

S1.000.00
S1.000.00

S1.000.00
SI. 90

S1.000.00

saw
SZ33

S1SO.OOO.OO
;T».OO

S19.000.00
SSOMBkOO

TOMS
S100.000

$30^000

S90.000
S200.000

S1M01
samfloo
SMOlOOO
•490.000
•293.900
S28.390

S449.0CO

••80.000
•970.000
SB3.300

S1.Z90.000

•120.000

•14JM

•190,000
•79.000
•194)00

mono

•MH4M
dH* 1.T5TON/CV

• 4A ttf fl̂ K Ik

***

>*«
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Dames & Moore, Inc.
Job No. 18804-303-012
Beazer South Cavalcade SiteSoil Washing: Product Residual Stream Summary
By: BH/MB Date: November 1995

Feed
+6" Debris
-6". +2.5T Debris
-2.5", +0.5" Aggregate
-0.5", +10 Mesh Aggregate
Floatation Tailings
•toatatton Froth
u< —— »_ >•>_. ——

6300
315
130
920
570
3650
820 dry, 1640 wet
MA

Feed
Residual
Residual
Residual
Residual
Washed
Residual
O**~l*4. .«!

~1
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APPENDIX C - ADMINISTRATIVE ORDER ON CONSENT,
DOCKET NUMBER CERCLA 6-08-92
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION 6 fi

DALLAS, TEXAS 2
IN THE MATTER OF ) >'-• S
REX EZMG and MARILYN LEE KING, ) §L co
PALLETISED TROC1CCTG, INC.,
BAPTIST FOUNDATION OF TEXAS,

FAST MOTOR LIMES, INC., :~J

RBQARDI tTQ THE
SOUTH CAVALCADE STREET SUPERFUND ) DOCKET NUMBER
SITE ) CERCLA 6-08-92HOUSTON, HARRIS COUNTY, TEXAS )

ADMINISTRATIVE ORDERProceeding Under the Authority ofSection 122(g)(4) of theComprehensive EnvironmentalResponse, Compensation, andLiability Act of 1980, as Amended,
42 U.S.C. I 9622(g) (4)

I.

ON CONSENT

1. This Administrative Order on Consent ("Consent Order") is*>! issued and entered into pursuant to the authority vested in thePresident of the United States by section 122 (g) (4) of theTS Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability' Act of 1980, as. amended by the Superfund Amendments and* Reauthorisation Act of 1986 ("CERCLA"), Pub. L. No. 99-499, 42U.S.C. 9622(g) (4), to reach settlements in actions under Section** 106 or 107(a) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C, 9606 or 9607(a) in mattersJ involving dft *4lT^m** parties. The authority vested in thePresident has been delegated to the Administrator of EPA byutive Order 12580, 52 PR 2923 (Jan. 29, 19S7) and further
- . 4>A? ̂-••4
n delegated to the Regional Administrators of the EPA by EPADelegation Mo. 14-14-E (Sept. 13, 1987).
^ 8. This Consent Order is issued to and entered into by* Trucking Properties, Inc. (successor by change of corporate name to*•* Merchants, Inc.), a corporation organised under the laws of theState of Delaware! Merchants Past Motor Lines, Inc. ("Merchantsn Past"), a corporation organised under the laws of the State of^ Delawarei Baptist Foundation of Texas, a non-profit corporationorganised under the Texas Non-Profit Corporation Act} and Mr. RexKing, Mrs. Marilyn Lee King, and Palletised Trucking, Inc., aM corporation organised under the laws of the state of Texas ("Respondents").«J —' i
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of this Consent Ordar involve* only a minor portion of the xeaponeecoats at the 8itat and that, (b) with raapact to tha Respondents,tha condition* aat forth in CERCIA 122 (g) (1) (A) ara mat.

la. Respondents represent, and for tha porpoaaa of this 'Conaant Ordar BPA affirm* and finds, that (a) Respondents' 'involvement vith tha Site is limited to purchasing all or a portionof tha Sita and oparation or laaaing for tha operation of atrucking «̂ »«MI »t tha site, (b) tha amount of tha hasardouasubstanoas oontribntad to tha Sita by tha Respondents, if any, isminimal in comparison to otnar hasmrdoaa substanoas at tha Sita,and (o) tha toxic or othar hasardous affacts of tha substancascontributed by tha Raapondanta to tha Sita, if any, ara minimal jjacompariaon to othar hasavdous substances at tha facility.
•'•%
t

Baaed upon the Statements of Pact sat forth above and on theadministrative record for this Site, EPA has determined that: »«
17. The Site aa described in Section III of this Consent 'Order is a "facility* aa that term ia defined in Section 101(9) of

CERCIA, 42 U.S.C 9601(9). *
It. Respondents ara "peraons" as that term is defined in

Section 101(21) Of CBRCLA, 42 U.S.C. 9601(21).
19. Respondents are "owners" of a facility vithin the meaning <of Section 107(a)(l) of CERCIA, 42 U.S.C. 9607(a) (l), and ara"potentially responsible parties" vithin tha meaning of Section «,

122(g)(l) Of CERCIA, 42 U.S.C. 9622(g)( l) .
_'-.§

20. The paat, preaent, or future migration of hasardoussubstancea from the Site constitutes an actual or threatened ~*•release" as that term is defined in Section 101(22) of CERCIA, 42 MU.S.C. 9601(22).
21. Prompt settlement vith the Raapondants is practicable and """" 'in the public interest vithin the meaning of Section I22(g)(l) of

CERCIA, 42 U.S.C. 9622(g)(l).
22. This Consent order involves at most only a minor portionof tha response costs incurred and to be incurred at tha Sita *•pursuant to Section I22(g)(l) of CERCIA, 42 U.S.C. 9622(g)(l).
23. Respondents ara eligible for a d* mt»i*m<« settlement .pursuant to section l22(g)(l)(A) of CERCIA, 42 U.S.C.9622(g)(l)(A).
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24. Based upon tha administrative record for thia Sita andtha Statement of Facts and Determinations sat forth above, and inconsideration of tha premises and covenants aet forth herein, it ishereby ifiPHD TO AMD ORDERED:

25. Respondents hereby grant to EPA, its employees,representatives, contractors, agenta, and all othar parsonsactions undar EPA'a oversight, a right ofparforming _ _ _access to tha site for the purposes of monitoring the terms of thisConsent Ordar and parforming response actions at tha Sita. Bothingherein ahall limit BPA's right of access under applicable lav.
2«. Within 60 daya of tha effective date of this ConsentOrder, Respondents shall file in the land records of Harris Countya notice, approved by EPA, to subsequent purchasers of tha land,that hasardoua substances were disposed of and will continue toremain in both tha soils and ground water at tha Sita. This noticeahall indicate that tha development of the Site for residential useis inappropriate due to the continuing presence of hasardousaubatances at the site. This notice shall alao include a copy ofthia Consent Order and the Consent Decree between EPA and BaasarBaat, Inc. In addition, within 10 days of filing of such notiea,Raapondanta ahall provide documentation to EPA verifying that theyhave filed the required notice pursuant to thia paragraph.
27. Nothing in thia Consent Order shall in any mannerreatrict or limit the nature or scope of lesponae actions which maybe taken by EPA in fulfilling ita responsibilities undar federallaw. Respondents recognise that tha implementation of responseactions at the site may interfere with the use of thair property.BPA, ita employees, representatives, contractors, agenta, and allothar parsons performing response aotiona under EPA.'a oversightshall use thair baat af f orta not to unreasonably interfere with theoperations of tha Respondents or thair tenants by any such entryand actions, and will use thair bast efforts to giva theRespondents reasonable notice prior to such entry. Rsapimdantaagree to cooperate with BPA in tha implementation of responseactions at tha Sita and further agree not to interfere with suchresponse actions.

Mothing in thia Consent order shall be conatroad toof thair doty to exerciae due oar* with respectnoes at the Sita or thair duty to comply withall applicable laws and regulations. Such dua care shell include,but not be limited to (a) preventing tha inatallation of waterwells on the sits except for the purpose of conducting
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investigation, remediation, or other activities authorized by BPA, Q(b) preservation, protection, repair, and maintenance of concretefoundations, parking areas, and other paved areas currentlyexisting and Tmifor which hazardous substances remain, and (c)compliance with applicable laws and regulations applicable to theinstallation, maintenance, operation, or closure of existingwdorgronnd storage tanks ("UST") on the site. Respondents shallprovide notice to BPA concurrent with any required notice to theTexas Water Commission ("THC") prior to closure of any UST on theSite. BPA will provide notice of and an opportunity to cure anyviolation of snbparagraph 28 (b) provided that such violation is notcaused by the Respondents. This opportunity -to cure shall notaxoeed 10 days, and stipulated penalties shall start accruing onthe eleventh (llth) day following the date of notice of violationif the violation continues.

vxxx. £AZJUUDC
It. Respondents shall pay the sum of $84,651.76 to theHazardous Substance Response Trust Fund within 30 days of theeffective date of this Consent Order.
30. The payment specified in Paragraph 2S? shall be made bycertified or cashier's check(s) payable to "BPA Hazardous SubsUuweSuper fund." Bach check shall reference the site name, the name andaddress of the Respondents, and the BPA docket number for thisaction, and shall be sent to:

Regional Bearing Clerk (6C)U.S. Environmental Protection AgencyRegion 6
P.O. BOX 360582NPittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15231

Respondents shall simultaneously send a copy of eachcheck to those BPA representatives designated in Section XVI.

11. Per each failure by a Respondent to meet any requirementin this consent Order, such Respondent shall pay stipulatedpenalties in the amount set forth below for each day, or partthereof, during which the violation continues:
Period of Penalty PerViolation 9+r Pa
1st through 7th day $ 5,ooo•th through 14th day $10,00015th through 21st day $15,00022nd through 28th day $20,OOO2»th day and beyond $25,ooo
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31. in addition to tha panaltiaa listed in paragraph 31 andany othar ramadiaa or aanotiona available to BPA, a civil panaltyof up to $25,000 par day nay ba aasaaaad against a Raspondant foraach failura or rafosal by such Raspondant to comply vith any tarsor condition of this Oonsant ordar pursuant to Saction 122(1) of
CBRCLA, 42 V.8.C. 9622(1) .

99. stipulated and civil panaltias ahall ba paid by cartifiador cashier's ohaok within 30 days of racaipt of a demand lattar forpayment or within 30 days of final disputa resolution, whiehavarlatar.
94. Dookat Mo. CBRCLA 6-08-92 should ba claarly typad on thacheck to ansora proper cradit.
91. Bach chack for stipulatad or civil panaltias shall ba•ads payabla to tha Basardous Substanca Suparfund and sant to:

Ragional Hearing Clark (6C)U.S. Bnvironsantal Protaction AgancyRagion €
P.O. BOX 360582M ,Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15251

Respondents shall simultaneously sand a copy of tha chackand a transaittal lattar which includes a brief description of theviolation to those representatives of BPA designated in SectionXVI.
Z. DZJ

34. The parties shall use thair bast efforts to resolve alldisputes or differences of opinion informally. If, however, thaparties ara unable to resolve such matters informally, than thaposition advanced ty BPA ahall ba considered binding unless theRaspondants invoke tha disputa rasolution provisions of this-
97. Zf Respondents disagree with BPA's assessment of~v stipulated penalties pursuant to Section XX of this Consent Order,- ! respondents shall notify BPA In writing of their objections and tha•^ basis therefore within 7 calendar days of receipt of BPA's demandfor payment. Said notice shall set forth the specific points of— the dispute and state the basis for the Respondents* position.Within 10 days of BPA'a receipt of such written notice, BPA shall~" provide to Respondents its decision on the pending dispute.
38. BPA'a decision pursuant to paragraph 37 shell be binding_.j upon ell parties to %his Consent Order, unless Respondents, within7 days, notify BPA In writing of their continued objections and-, request the Basardous Waste Management Division Director for Region1 C to convene an informal conference for the purpose of discussing
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Respondents' objections and the reasons for BPA's determination.The Hasardous Waste Management Division Director shall issue awritten decision within 10 days from the date of the informalconference.

It. Sxcept as set forth below, in any dispute, Respondentsshall have the burden of showing that BPA's position, includingwithout limitation any interpretation of the terms and conditionsof this Consent order and of applicable federal and state law andregulations, was arbitrary and capricious or otherwise not. inace with law.
40. The existence of a dispute as defined herein, and BPA'sconsideration of sucii matters as placed into dispute shall notexcuse, toll, or suspend any compliance obligation or deadlinerequired pursuant to this Consent Order. During the pendency ofthe dispute resolution process, stipulated penalties with respectto the disputed issue shall accrue, but payment of stipulatedpenalties shall be stayed pending resolution of the dispute. * '•*Stipulated penalties shall be calculated for each day of non- ._,compliance with this consent Order beginning with the first day ofnon-compliance and including the period during^ which the DisputeResolution procedures were on-going. If, however, the dispute is ^ultimately resolved in Respondents' favor, no stipulated penaltiesshall be due.
41. notwithstanding any other provisions of the ConsentOrder, no action or decision by SPA, including without limitation,decisions of the Regional Administrator of Region € (or hiedesignee), pursuant to this Consent Order shall constitute final «*•agency action giving riae to any rights to judicial review prior toSPA'a initiation of judicial action *o compel Respondents' ''compliance; with the mandates of this Cons ant Order.
41. Unless otherwise specifically set forth herein, the ^failure to provide expressly for dispute resolution in any sectionof this Consent Order ia not intended and shall not bar Respondentsfrom invoking this Section as to any dispute arising under thiaConsent Order. However, no diapute resolution decisions issuedpursuant to this Section shall be subject to this diaputeresolution section. «*

41. The Respondents certify that to the best of their ,knowledge and belief they have provided to the United States allinformation currently ia their possession and in tha possession of „„their agents, officers, directors, employees, or oontraotora whichrelates la any way to tha ownership, operation, generation,treatment* transportation, or disposal of hazardous substances ator ia ooaneotiOh with tha site.
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44. Subjact to tha raaarvatlon of right* in Saction ZZZZ ofthia Oonaant Ordar, upon payaant of tha anounta apacifiad in" 29, Saction VIZI, of thia Conaant Ordar, BPA oovaaantanot to ana or taka any othar civil or adalniatrativa action againattha Raapondanta for any and all civil liability porauant toauction* 106 or 107(a) of CIRCLA, 42 u.s.c. 9606 or 9607(a), orSaction 7003 of tha Raaourca Oonaarvation and Raoovary Act, aaaaandad, 42 U.S.C. 6973, with ragard to tha Sita.
41. Zn oonaidaration of IPA'a oovanant not to ana inParagraph 44, Saction XZZ, of thia Conaant Ordar, tha Raapondantaagraa not to aaaart any olaiaa or canaaa of action againat thaUnitad Stataa or ita contractora or ita aaployaaa or tha BasardouaSubatanoa Suparfund ariaing out of axpanaaa incurrad or paynantanada purauant to thia Conaant Ordar, or to aaak any othar ooata,daaagaa, or attornay'a faaa fron tha Unitad stataa or itacontractora or anployaaa ariaing oat of raaponaa activitiaa at thaSita.

46. Nothing in thia Conaant Ordar ia intandad to ba nor ahallit ba conatmad aa a ralaaaa or covanant not to aoa anyRaapondant(a) for any clain or cauaa of action, adainiatrativa orjudicial, at law or in aquity, which tha Unitad Stataa, including8PA, nay hava againat any auch Raapondant (a) for:
(a) Any liability as a raault of failura to comply with thiaConaant Ordar;
(b) Any liability aa a raault of failura to maka tha paynantaraguirad by Paragraph 29, aaction VZIZ, of thia Conaant Ordar 7
(a) Any liability aa a raault of any futura failura toaxarciaa dua eara with raapact to hasardoua aubatanoaa at tha 8ita*'
(d) Any liability raaalting from any futura axaearbation byRaapondanta of tha ralaaaa or thraat of ralaaaa of hasardouafroa tha Sita;
(a) Any and all criminal liability} or
(f) Any nattara not axpraaaly includad in tha covanant not toaua aat forth in thia Conaant Ordar.
47. nothing in thia Conaant Ordar oonatitutaa a oovanant notto aua or to taka action or otharwiaa llmita tha ability of thaUnitad Stataa, including EPA, to aaak or obtain furthar raliaf fromtha Raapondanta, and tha oovanant not to ana in Paragraph 44,Saction XZZ, of thia Conaant Ordar nay ba •odifiad or daolarad to
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ba null and void at tha diacration of EPA, if informationmaterially diffarant from that apacifiad in Section III indiacovarad which indicataa that Respondents fail to maat any of thacritaria apacifiad in aaction 122 (g) (1) (A) of CERCLA.
4S. Except as otharwiaa expressly provided in Paragraph 44,Section XII f of this Conaant order, nothing in thia Conaant Ordaria intandad aa a ralaaaa or oovanant not to aua for any claim orcausa of action, adsiniatrativa or judicial, civil or criminal,past or futura, ia law or in equity, which tha Unitad 8t*tes,including IFA, may hava against any person, firm, corporation orothar entity not a signatory to this Oonsant Ordar.
4t. BPa, and Respondents agraa that tha actions undartakan bytha Raspondanta in accordanca with this Consant Ordar do notconstitute an admission of any liability by tha Raapondanta. ThaRaapondanta do not admit and ratain tha right to controvart in anysubsequent procaadings, othar than procaadinga to implamant oranforca this Consant Ordar, tha validity of tha Statansnt of Factsor Datarminationa contained in this Conaant Ordar.

UUBXEKJUIXISIl
SO. Subjact to tha raaarvation ox rights in Section XX..*, ofthis Consant Ordar, EPA agrees that by entering into and uponcarrying out tha terms of thia Conaant Ordar, Respondents will haveresolved their liability to tha United State* for those •attars setforth in tha covenant not to sue. Paragraph 44, Section XXI, asprovidad by section 122(g)(l) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. 9622(g)(5), andshall hava satisfied their liability for those matters within themeaning of aection 107(a) of CERCLA, 4* U.S.C. 9607(a) and areentitled to contribution protection under CERCLA Section 113 (f) (2), "*

42 U.S.C. 9613(f) (2) .

»->•*

SI. This Consent Order shall apply to and ba binding upon &ndinures to the benefit of the Respondents and their officers,directors, shareholdere, employees, agents, affiliates, successors(including, but not limited to successors-in-title), heirs, andassigns. The signatories repreaant that they are fully authorised .,«to enter into tha terms and conditions of this Consent Order and tolegally bind the Respondents. notwithstanding tha foregoing, **merchants Fast does not currently own or operate any portion of theSite, and, as a result. Merchants Fast has no current duties or *obligations under Paragraphs 25, 26, 27, 28, 52, and 53 of this (Consent Order, and Marchanta Fast shall have no liability basedsolely on tha failure; of any other Respondent to fulfill its dutiesand obligations under such Paragrapha. '
St. In the event that Respondents transfer title orpossession of tin Site, they shall notify the IF* at least 30 days
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prior to any such transfar and shall continue to ba bound by all oftha taras and conditions of this Consant Ordar unlass EPA agraasotharvisa and aodlfias this Consant Ordar accordingly.

53. In tha avant that Raspondants transfar titla orpossession of tha sita, thay ahall provide any such transferee witha copy of this Consent Order together with a writtan notice statingthat such transferee (a) ia subject ta all of the raquiramants ofthe Consent Order including, without limitation, tha requirement toprovide BPA continuing access to the property for the purposes ofmonitoring its environmental status, taking remedial action,implementing or enforcing the terms of this Consent Order, orothervise discharging KPA's regulatory responsibilities, and (b) isrequired to exercise continuing due care, as described in SectionVII, in avoiding future releases from the Site. In addition, in noevent shall the conveyance of any interest in property thatincludes, or is a portion of, tha Sita release or othervise affectthe liability of the Respondents to comply with this Consent Order.
XVI.

54. All notices required to ba given pursuant to this ConsantOrder shall ba in writing, unlass otherwise expressly authorised.Notices or submissions raquirad by this Consant Order shall b*>deemed timely if dapoaitad with tha Unitad States Postal Service oran equivalent delivery sarvica on or before the due date. Responsetiaes under this Consent Order shall run from the data of receipt,unless othervise specified. Documents, notices, and othercorrespondence to be submitted pursuant to this Consant Order shallbe sent by certified mail, return receipt requested, express mailservice, or some aquivalant delivery service providing proof ofdelivery to the following addresses or to such other addresses asthe Parties hereafter may designate in writing:
As. fcQ the KnylrpFMMntal. Protaction Aciancv
Hark PitaRemedial Project Manager (6H-SC)U.S. Environmental Protection Agency1445 Rose Ava.Dallas, Texas 75202-2733Paxi (214) 655-6460
Harvin BentonAssistant Regional Counsel (6C-WT)U.S. Environmental Protection Agency1445 Roes Ave.Dallas, Texas 75202-2733
Paxi (214) 655-2182

m
(N
o

012943



<N
14 O

As to Resondents
Calvin ReevesVie* President and General CounselBaptist Foundation of Texas2001 Bryan, Suit* 1500Dallas, Texas 75201-3082
Fax: (214) 978-3395
Gary ArmstrongPresidentMerchants Fast Motor Lines, Inc.1733 last Highway 80Abilene, Texas 79601
Fax: (915) 674-4608
Rax KingPalletiied Trucking, Inc.2001 ColllngsworthHouston, Texas 77249
Fax: (713) 225-0110
Robert SternenbergPresidentTrucking Properties, Inc.2929 Alien Parkway, Suite 2100Houston, Texas 77019Fax: (713) 520-1041

Louis RogersSouth Cavalcade Superfund Site CoordinatorSuperfund and Emergency Response SectionTexas Mater COMB, tss ion1700 Morth CongressAustin, Texas 78711-3087Fax: (512) 463-8408

XVII.
SS. This Consent Order shall be subject to a thirty-daypublic Linsmant period pursuant to Section 122 (i) of CKRCLA, 42O.8.C. 9622 (i) . In accordance with Section 122(1) (3) of CKRCLA, 42O.S.C. 9622 (i) (3) , BPA say withdraw or BOdlfy consent to thisConsent Order if cosnents received disclose facts or considerationswhich indicate that this Consent Order is inappropriate, improper,or inadequate.
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ZVXXX. ATTQBMBT OMmttM.

•«• Th« Attornay Ganaral or him daaignaa baa iaauad priorvrittaa approval of tha aattlamant aabodiad in this Consant Orderin aooordanoa with Saetion 122 (g) (4) of CBRCIA.

S7. Tha affaotiva data of thia Oonaant Ordar ahall ba thadata upon which IPX iaauaa writtan notioa to tha Raapondanta thattha public coeawnt pariod pursuant to Paragraph 55, Saction XVII,of thla Conaant Ordar haa cloaad and that ooaaanta racaivad, ifany, do not raquira aodificatlon of or SPA withdrawal fro* thiaConaant Ordar.
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ADMINISTRATIVE ORDER ON CONSENT

SOUTH CAVALCADE STREET SUPERFDND SITE
DOCKET NO. CERCIA 6-08-92

<N
O

BAPTIST FOUNDATION OF TEXAS
Bv: Mr. Calvin RaavaaViea Praaidant andGanaral Counaal

Data: I//1//4
Data:

Pate;

MOTOR LINES, INC
By:

PROPERTIES, TNC.

Data: -

By:
Praaidant

ĵg^uĵStaxnanDair^ ^^J

'Rational AdalnictratorRagion 6

Data; /
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RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY
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ROD Amendment No. 1 OOAppendix D -^fResponsiveness Summary ONH <N

Responsiveness Summary
South Cavalcade Street Superfund Site

ROD Amendment No. 1
This Responsiveness Summary has been prepared to provide written responses to comments submitted

regarding the Proposed Plan of Action for the South Cavalcade Superfund Site in Houston, Texas.

EPA received public comment for the South Cavalcade Site Proposed Plan during a 30 day comment
period from February 9 through March 12,1997. During that period, EPA received comments from each
land owner and Beazer East. Each land owner and Beazer East supported the proposed amendment in
writing. The landowners' comments are included with this amendment as Appendix E and do not require
a response. Beazer East's comments and EPA's response are provided below. In addition, on February
20,1997, EPA held a meeting at which the public was allowed to comment on this proposed plan. A
public notice announcing the public comment period and public meeting was printed in the Houston
Chronicle on February 9,1997. No comments opposing the plan were received from the general public
during the comment period.

Beazer East Inc. Comments

1. General Comments

a. Soil Washing

The 1993 Soil Washing Pilot Study conclusively demonstrated that soil washing would
not successfully reduce constituent concentrations to meet die remedial goals in forty percent
(40%) of the impacted soil. Consequently, the Pilot Study indicated that soil washing would be
neither protective of human health nor cost-effective. Beazer recommends mat the Proposed ROD
Amendment be revised to more clearly reflect this point. Specific suggestions are set form in the
Specific Comments section below.

EPA Response: EPA considered the comment and agrees mat the soil washing pilot test failed to
conclude mat soil washing could successfully remediate contaminated soils on site and made
changes to paragraph 1 .e, and 4.a. to "more clearly reflect mis point" However, since soil
washing cost effectiveness was not the principal criteria for deciding to amend the ROD, EPA
does not believe a revision is necessary to "more clearly reflect" the reasons for this amendment
EPA believes it adequately addressed the impact cost-effectiveness had on the decision to amend
the remedy in Section S(g) of the ROD Amendment
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b. Applicable and Relevant and Appropriate Standards ("ARARs")

Comment: The proposed revised remedial alternative is a cap consisting of at least 6 inches of
steel reinforced concrete. Beazer concurs with EPA's conclusion that there are no federal or state

• requirements which are applicable to the proposed cap. However, the draft Proposed Amended
'""' ROD states that certain requirements contained in 40 CFR Part 264, Standards for Owners and

Operators of Hazardous Waste Treatment, Storage, and Disposal Facilities, are "relevant and
appropriate." The Proposed Amended ROD states that "relevant and appropriate" standards are

•- those which address situations or problems sufficiently similar to those encountered at the site that
their use is warranted. Beazer does not believe that the hazardous waste regulations listed as

" "relevant and appropriate" address situations or problems sufficiently similar to those at this site,
^. given the proposed revised remedy, such that their use is warranted. Basically, although a concrete

cap has been proposed for the amended remedy, the remedy is not analogous to those employed to
accomplish closure of hazardous waste landfills.

Each of the regulations cited relates to the closure, post-closure and/or post-closure maintenance of
" a hazardous waste disposal facility. Generally speaking, these regulations assume that the media

. J surrounding the disposal facility has not been impacted and include measures to prevent and
monitor the potential for such an impact. In addition, these regulations include technical
construction standards which have not been proposed or evaluated for this site. For example, one
of the requirements of 40 CFR §264.310(b), which is one of the sections referenced as "relevant
and appropriate," is that the owner/operator continue to operate the leachate collection and
removal system until leachate is no longer collected. Clearly, such a requirement is not "relevant
and appropriate" with respect to the Proposed Amended ROD. Moreover, reference to the cited
sections of the RCRA standards on closure of hazardous waste landfills as "relevant and
appropriate," is not only incorrect, it may prove confusing to other parties in terms of the
requirements to be contained in the Amended ROD.

In sum, Beazer believes that the listed sections of 40 CFR Part 264 are not relevant and
appropriate standards to the proposed amended soils remedy of this site. Therefore, Beazer

*""' requests that the Proposed Amended ROD be revised by deletion of the reference to these
_ regulations as "relevant and appropriate", and that a sentence be included that EPA has concluded1 that there are no federal or state standards that are "relevant and appropriate" to the proposed
—' amended soils remedy.
n;_J EPA Response: EPA considered the comment and agreed mat the relevant and appropriate

standards proposed required clarification. However, EPA believes specific landfill requirements
—. are relevant and appropriate because landfilling and capping the contaminated Superfund soils in
i place (the remedy described in this Amended ROD) are sufficiently similar. They are similar

"" because in either case untreated contamination essentially remains below the surface. EPA must
_ clearly assure the public it is adequately mitigating exposures to this contamination and it believes

there are existing RCRA ARAR's that can provide such assurance. Having established there is
~ just cause to list some ARAR's, EPA agrees that it should list only very specific ARAR's which

describe specific performance as well as closure and post closure and care requirements.
"7 Consequently, to clarify which requirements are relevant and appropriate, EPA removed ARAR
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citations that referenced RCRA requirements which were beyond the scope of this remedial action.
However, there were specific requirements in those removed ARAR's which are relevent and

_J appropriate. Those requirements are groundwater monitoring as well as closure and post closure
care actions. Therefore, in lieu of citing specific ARAR's EPA added specific groundwater

; monitoring and post closure requirements to the "Description of the New Alternative" text found
j in the Amended ROD.

c. Consistency with the 1988 ROD

- Comment: In the 1988 ROD, EPA concluded that those affected soils on the site that were
covered by existing concrete did not pose an unacceptable risk to human health and the

~/ environment. Thus, the selection of steel reinforced concrete to cap the currently uncapped areas
of the site where affected soils contain constituents of concerns at levels in excess of the remedial
goals, is consistent with the approach of the 1988 ROD. Beazer believes that it may be

— appropriate to highlight this point further in the Proposed Amended ROD.
— >
_j EPA Response: EPA agrees the current ROD does not require excavating soil beneath existing

structures and pavements at this time. However, the ROD states that if monitoring shows
contaminants are leaching from beneath existing structures EPA may require additional remedial
action (see ROD p. 32). Therefore EPA has not concluded that soils on the site covered by
existing concrete will never threaten human health or the environment Therefore in response to
this comment EPA did not believe any changes to the proposed plan were required.

d. Remedial Approach

— ' Comment! Beazer would like to clarify that the aifected soil on site is not a hazardous waste
unless it is actively managed. Moreover, much of the soil would not qualify as a listed hazardous

' ; waste and does not exhibit a characteristic of a hazardous waste and, thus, would not be a
_j hazardous waste, even if actively managed. Therefore, Beazer believes that it is more appropriate

to refer to a "remedial approach" rather than a "hazardous waste management approach" in the
-^ Proposed Amended ROD.

EPA Response: In response to actively managing affected soil, a waste is not defined by how it is
|i] "actively managed. " hi any event EPA agrees it is appropriate to modify references to "hazardous
•i.' waste management approaches" to remedial approach.
*"^• - i
- '" i 2. Specific Comments

"*: a. Page 3, paragraph l.d.
t _ ̂ ;

~> Comment: Beazer believes that, for purposes of the Proposed Amended ROD, it is more accurate
:\ to state:

012950



ROD Amendment No. 1Appendix D
Responsiveness SummaryPage 4

In lieu of using the soil washing and soil flushing remedies originally selected in the
1988 ROD, EPA proposes that the areas where surface contamination exceeds the
1988 ROD established soil cleanup goals - 700 ppm total carcinogenic polynuclear
aromatic hydrocarbons (cPAH)2 - be sealed with a reinforced concrete cover

EPA Response: EPA agreed with Beazer's comment and made the suggested change,

b. Page 4, paragraph l.d, second subparagraph.

Comment: Beazer recommends that this subparagraph be revised to state "Since capping
contamination changes the remedial approach originally established in the ROD..."
EPA Response: EPA agreed with Beazer's comment and made the suggested change,

c. Page 4, paragraph 1 .e, second subparagraph

Comment: Beazer recommends that this subparagraph be revised to state:

In 1993, during the remedial design phase BEI conducted a soil washing pilot study.
The study's results conclusively demonstrated that forty percent (40%) of the soil
volume could not be washed to meet the remedial goals contained in the ROD.
Consequently, soil washing: (1) could not provide the level of protection required by
the ROD; (2) failed to demonstrate short or long term effectiveness; (3) would not
reduce toxicity, mobility or volume of COC's for forty percent of the volume; (4) is
not implementable; and (5) is not cost-effective. Thereafter, BEI repeated its belief
that any contamination beneath the surface does not pose a realistic health risk.
Beazer requested that EPA reconsider the risk calculations, revising mem to take into
account reasonably foreseeable exposure pathways given the current and anticipated
industrial site use.

EPA Response: EPA reviewed Beazer's comment and, although it did not use the suggested
revision, it agreed to rewrite the paragraph to clarify the point that the test did not provide
sufficient information to conclude full scale soil washing operations would provide any benefit

d. Page 5, paragraph 2.b., lines 6-9.

Comment: Beazer recommends revising these lines to state:

design effort BEI conducted a soil washing pilot study; however, the study
conclusively demonstrated that forty (40%) percent of the soil volume could not be
washed to meet the remedial goal.
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EPA Response: See response to comment 2(c), referencing Page 4, paragraph 1 .e, second o
subparagraph.

— e. Page 5, paragraph 2.b., Line 21.
1_j

Comment: Insert a new sentence and revise the last sentence:
When preparing the 1988 ROD, EPA determined that existing concrete and structures
provided sufficient protection against reasonably foreseeable exposure to soils affected
by COCs at levels in excess of remedial goals. Similarly, based upon the revised EPA

; principal threat guidance, EPA believes BErs proposed concrete cover over
previously uncapped areas affected by the same COCs at similar levels will provide
reliable and sufficient containment and protection against reasonably foreseeable
exposure pathways, and provide greater overall protection to human health and the
environment than the 1988 ROD remedy

EPA Response: See response to comment 2(c), Consistency with the 1988 ROD, above,

f. Page 6, Exposure Pathway, Table 1.

Comment: We could not locate a reference to Table 1 in the text. In addition, we found Table 1
potentially to be confusing because it appears to include exposure pathways which are no longer
viewed by EPA as "realistic". Therefore, Beazer recommends that Table 1 be deleted.
Alternatively, if it is not deleted, it should be labeled as "Four Exposure Pathway Assumptions
Considered in Original RI/FS" and a corresponding textual reference thereto should be inserted.

EPA Response: EPA included the reference to Table 1 in the second full paragraph of section 2(b),
"Reasons for Amending the ROD." The purpose of Table 1 was to provide the potential pathways

_- designated in the ROD.

! g. Page 6, second paragraph, last sentence.

Jl Comment: Beazer recommends that the last sentence be revised to state: Therefore, this pathway
__? does not present an unacceptable risk to human health and the environment

EPA Response: EPA agreed with the suggested revision and included the revision in the*—• amendment.

. h. Page 6, third paragraph.
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Comment: Since this is the first reference to "brownfield" you may wish to move the footnote
from page 9 to this page.

EPA Response: EPA agreed with Beazer's suggestion and moved the footnote to the first reference
to brownfields.

Page 6, fifth paragraph

Comment: Beazer recommends that the last sentence be revised to state, "Furthermore, the deed
restrictions imposed as a result of the administrative orders on consent with the property owners
provide institutional controls to inhibit residential land use."

EPA Response: EPA considered the comment but decided not to modify the proposed plan since
the Administrative Order on Consent states residential land use is "inappropriate."

i. Page 7, first paragraph

Beazer recommends that the first sentence be revised to state, "To summarize the reasons for
amending the 1988 ROD, the soil washing pilot study conclusively demonstrated that soil
washing was not cost-effective and would not achieve the remediation goals set forth in the
1988 ROD."

Beazer recommends that the last sentence be revised to state "EPA evaluated the land use and
concluded that, given the current and most reasonably anticipated future land use, the concrete
cap adequately would protect human health and the environment by severing exposure
pathways, just as the pre-existing concrete and structures were deemed to do in the 1988
ROD."

EPA Response: See EPA Response to comment on 2(c), referencing Page 4, paragraph l.e,
second subparagraph above.
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j. Page 7, paragraph 3

Comment: As Beazer has previously discussed, it does not believe that the RCRA regulations
listed in Table 3 are "relevant and appropriate" with respect to the proposed concrete cap.
Therefore, Beazer requests that the last sentence be revised to state "EPA does not believe that
there are any ARARs with respect to the proposed amended capping remedy " In addition, Table
3 should be deleted.

EPA Response: See EPA Response to comment "Applicable and Relevant and Appropriate
Standards ("ARARs")"

k. Page 8, paragraph 4.a

Comment: Beazer believes that the list of potential exposure pathways may be confusing to the
reader since the previous discussions indicated that: (1) the administrative order requirements
imposed upon the property owners has eliminated the first category; (2) the second pathway
category was determined not to pose an unacceptable risk; and (3) EPA has concluded that
residential use is not a reasonably foreseeable future use of the property. Therefore, the only
exposure pathway which remains is "inadvertent ingestion and direct contact with surface soils by
on-site commercial occupants." Thus, it would be clearer to eliminate the first three exposure
pathways included in the list or eliminate the list entirely.

EPA Response: EPA considered the comment and agreed mat the proposal could be clarified.
The proposal was clarified by refering to only the most probable pathway identified in the
"Summary of Rational for Changing the Remedy Selected In the ROD." See paragraph S.a. in the
Amended ROD.

Comment: In addition, Beazer believes that it would be helpful to amend the sentence following
the list of exposure pathways to state "Consequently, as long as the land use remains similar to the
present use, which is the only reasonably foreseeable use of the property for the many reasons
discussed above, and the concrete cap...."

EPA Response: EPA considered the comment but did not believe changing the proposed plan was
warranted.

1. Page 8, paragraph 4.b

Comment: As discussed above, Beazer does not believe that the regulations listed on page 7 are
ARARs. Thus, Beazer requests that this paragraph be revised to state:
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OThe previous remedy, soil washing, will not meet the ARAR's. While there are no

ARAR's with respect to the soils remedy set forth in the Proposed Amended ROD, the
concrete cap will be designed so as to minimize the need for further maintenance.

EPA Response: See EPA Response to comment l(b), "Applicable and Relevant and Appropriate
Standards ("ARARs")."

m. Page 9, paragraph 4.d

Comment: Beazer recommends that this section be revised to include an explanation that the pilot
study did not conclusively demonstrate that the soil washing remedy would not adequately reduce
toxicity, mobility or volume for forty percent (40%) of the affected soil.

EPA Response: EPA considered the response but concluded revising the proposed plan was not
necessary.

n. Page 9, paragraph 4.g, second subparagraph

Comment: Beazer requests mat the first, second and third sentences be revised to state:

As demonstrated by the soil washing pilot project, forty (40%) percent of the
affected soils could not be remediated to the remedial goals through use of the soil
washing remedy selected in the 1988 ROD. This would increase the financial risk
for bidders because the final volume of soil which could be treated and the
volume which would have to be disposed is uncertain. Such uncertainty will
increase the bid cost of the soil washing remedy. Elimination of the uncertainty
improves cost control.

EPA Response: EPA considered the response but concluded revising the proposed plan was
not necessary.
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Duplicate Page(s) Removed

APPENDIX E - LAND OWNER COMMENTS

Page 012957 was a duplicate of 012956
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TRUCKING PROPERTIES, INC.

March 11,1997

r •
oo
s
o

Ms. Olivia Rodriguez BalandiinCommunity Relations Coordinator
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 6
1445 Ron Avenue (6SF-P)
Dallas, Texa* 75202-2733

o
mo

z ~o

RE: Proposed ROD Amendment
South Cavalcade CERCLA Site
Houston, Texas

en

Dear Ms. Babmdran:
Tracking Properties, me. is writing wMt regard to the Uriited StatM Em*wimental ProtectionAgency's proposed Record of Decision (ROD) Amsndmsnt to sJtow concrete capping M the soil

currently owns a
USEPAhW2. For
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Reply to:
PRO®.. as

^HCH SMarch 3,1997 ~

Ms. OlrvuRodriguezBalandran
.Community Relations Coordinator
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 6
1445 ROM Avenue (6SF-P)
Dallas, Texas 75202-2733
Re: Proposed ROD Amendment

Sooth Cavalcade CERCLA Site
Hovston, Texas

DetrMiBalandran:
NWNationsWay Transport Service, Inc. is writing in tupport <rf the Uiiited States EnvkwanenUl
Protection Agency's proposed Record of Deci»k» (ROD) Amendment to afcmcoiwete capping

NabxmsWsy recently purchased the northern portion of this
- -- - - ^--~^^£^~ A^Aanas oYorqpaj me

removal of this sol torn our property as proposed at

ĵ ,.cc.

'
Corporate Office: 8601 HoSy SfrMt* P.O. Box 5001 • Commit* City, CO • 80037-5001 • (303) 280-afeiTf- PAX (303) 289-4649

012959



. PRESIDENT PHONK: <713> 225-330
YPALLETIZED TRUCKING INC.

2OO1 COLLINOSWORTH STREET
P.O. BOX 8744

HOUSTON. TEXAS 77849

March 7, 1997 § $ m
^ 5 O- 3 rrj
B -o <
- =* Vtt

Ms. Olivia Rodriguez Balandran > en
Community Relations Coordinator * ^
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 6 *
1445 Ross Avenue (6SF-P)
Dallas, Texas 75202-2733
RE: Proposed ROD Amendment

Sooth Cavalcade CERCLA Site

Dear Ms. Balandran:
Palletized Trucking, Inc. is writing to provide the United States Environmental Protection
Agency wim comments on the proposed Record of Dccisicm (ROD) Amendment which would
allow die use of concrete capping as a soil remedy at die Soum Cavalcade Superfimd site.
As you are aware, we are a property-owner at this site, and nave even signed a Consent Order
wim the IJSEPA regarding mis site. We are very pleased to see die USEPA finally move
fbnrsrdwimaltowiiigBeamtoplacearoraefcca^
dus site. It has been ueaily two years tiuK HMBDT started ftul scale remediatioB. activities,
which required us to .vacate a significant portion of our trailer parking area. Vacating mat area
for such a long period of time has hindered our oiwntiooai eflkiency and costs as a significant

i project, which wouid be located m an area of n^ proposed coaacse cap.
to proceed widi me

__-*•• ̂ ..̂  ̂ _•-• — — — _ _«^a—— ̂ ^^^mil DO nKn§ i pouiw WKQ
vfesMMkSBHalM Bfh fasi 4nvU lavŝ iŝ B^BSsal watf̂ hsMavAMil

face venust
rty. We have agreed wim 1
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Page 2
March?, 1997

ON

O

We look forward to the USEPA's approval of the ROD Amendment so that design and
construction of the concrete cap can proceed as rapidly as possible.

Mr. Michael Rex King
Vice President - Sales and Service

oc:

* . ;^*5«*
«!*•<-'":''«....'"«.,'"fc.--.•->.,

n*/ch
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